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ABSTRACT
INTERACTION IN A TWO-WAY VIDEO ENVIRONMENT: A CASE STUDY AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
SEPTEMBER 2004
HUGH FRIEL, B A., ST. FRANCIS COLLEGE
M ED., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by: Professor G. Ernest Anderson
This research is a qualitative study describing the interaction in a two-way video
environment.

It compares this environment with face-to-face (F2F) and provides

descriptive information about instructional activities fostering instructor-student
interaction and student-student interaction. The subjects studied were an experienced
distance education instructor and his students at host and remote sites. The technical
environment included two fully equipped video classrooms on the UMass Video
Network, a live interactive system that provides two-way audio and video
communication between students and instructor. Data were gathered from analysis of
on-site observations, videotaped lessons, student surveys, and instructor interviews.
Observation, survey, and interview data are analyzed and reported.
The study concludes that this two-way video classroom environment can support
interactive learning but not without the instructor’s thorough planning, good classroom
management skills, and use of a variety of learner-centered activities. It found that
effectiveness in the two-way video environment to be very much instructor dependent
and describes a thoroughly competent instructor successfully implementing several
interactive strategies.

It also identifies barriers that would impact interaction in this
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environment. Host and remote site student perceptions of the quantity and quality of
interaction are reported as well as their suggestions for changes. Several other ancillary
findings are discussed.
Recommendations for possible future studies are offered.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

.

iv

ABSTRACT.v
LIST OF TABLES . ix
LIST OF FIGURES

.x

CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION.1
Background .1
The Technology .2
Statement of the Problem .5
Purpose of the Study.7
The Study .7
Limitations of the Study .8
2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE.10
3. RESEARCH DESIGN .25
The Course .
25
The Environment .27
The Design .28
Classroom Observations and Analysis of Videotaped Lessons .28
Instructor Interviews .31
Student Surveys .32
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION .35
Results: Early Semester.36
Pre-observation Interview with the Instructor .36
First Classroom Observation .38
Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor .45
Student Surveys .
46

vii

Results: Mid Semester

50

Pre-Observation Interview with the Instructor .50
Second Classroom Observation .51
Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor .59
Student Surveys .00
Results: Late Semester

.62

Pre-Observation Interview with the Instructor .62
Third Classroom Observation .64
Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor .71
Student Surveys .75
Discussion.77
Interviews with the Instructor .77
On-Site Observations and Videotape Analysis .80
Student Surveys .83
Summary

.85

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.86
Conclusions .86
Research Questions.87
Other Ancillary Findings .94
Recommendations .96
Summary .99
APPENDICES
A. RUBRIC FOR ASSESSING INTERACTIVE QUALITIES IN
DISTANCE COURSES .100
B.

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION NOTES AND VIDEOTAPE
ANALYSIS OF INTERACTIONS .

104

C. INSTRUCTOR CONSENT LETTER, INTERVIEW QUESTIONS,
AND INTERVIEW NOTES .119
D. STUDENT CONSENT LETTER, STUDENT SURVEY, AND
SURVEY RESULTS .137
BIBLIOGRAPHY

. ..155

vm

LIST OF TABLES
TABLE

Page

1. Types of Interactions - First Observation

.41

2. Types of Interactions - Second Observation

.54

3. Types of Interactions - Third Observation.66
4. Number and Percentage of Interactions Observed in Each Class by
Category .81

IX

LIST OF FIGURES
FIGURE

Page

1. Types of Distance Learning Technology Studied

.13

2. Characterizing Distance Learning Research Studies by Research Methods .13
3. Data Reporting Format

.34

4. Absolute Differences in Average Scores.47
5. Roblyer & Wiencke Table 1 .101
6. Host Site Survey Results: First Observation.142
7. Remote Site Survey Results: First Observation

.145

8. Host Site Survey Results: Second Observation.147
9. Remote Site Survey Results: Second Observation

.150

10. Host Site Survey Results: Third Observation .152
11. Remote Site Survey Results: Third Observation .154

x

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Background
Technology has had a major impact on distance education over the past ten
years. Today, interactive video and high-speed data transmission over the Internet are
allowing students to interact with their instructors and other students over any distances.
The communications technologies used to support interaction in distance education can
be divided into two broad categories:
•

Asynchronous (or deferred-time) technologies, which do not require participants
to be present simultaneously (e.g. online courses).

•

Synchronous (or real-time) technologies, which require participants to interact at
the same time, generally prearranged (e g. videoconferencing).

Recently distance education systems have begun to use technologies that combine
asynchronous and synchronous. Up until the major breakthrough in network
technology during the 90s, we were unable to provide the bandwidth capacity to support
these high quality video, audio, and text applications.
At the University of Massachusetts (UMass) this breakthrough came about in
1995 with the conveyance of four strands of fiber optic cable to the University from the
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority. This has allowed the University of Massachusetts
to own and manage its own high-speed backbone network without the high cost of
leasing commercial bandwidth to support its distance learning applications. The other
key to success was the financial support from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
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through its 1996 Information Technology Bond Bill for the purchase of backbone
equipment and video components.
With the fiber optic backbone and the project funding in place, the University
began offering interactive video distance education courses in the Fall of 1997. As
would be expected, the last six years have been a learning experience for students,
faculty, administrators, and technical support staffs.
Development of a reliable supportive technical environment for distance
learning has not been without its challenges and issues. As would be expected with
“bleeding edge” technologies there were a share of products that did not work as
advertised resulting in frustration for all involved. Over the last six years, the network
and video technologies have matured and experience and expertise of both instructors
and students have been acquired with these new learning environments. In 2004, the
University of Massachusetts is looking to expand its distance learning platforms for
both video and Web based applications. For example, during 2003, UMassOnline, the
University of Massachusetts online program, added several new online programs,
increased its enrollments by 30% and its revenues by 40%.
This is pretty much the same story with our peer institutions. Many of them
have and are continuing to make substantial investments in new technologies to provide
learning at a distance.

The Technology
There are a variety of different technologies that have been used over the years
to support the distance learner and instructor. Two-way interactive video is the one
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technology that allows video, audio, and data all to be shared synchronously between
participating locations.
Because video is a large signal it must be compressed so that it requires less
bandwidth. This compression brings the quality of the video down. The more
compression, the lower the quality, and the lower the cost.
The device that performs this compression (and decompression) is called a
codec. The codec also acts as an interface device between all the equipment in the
room and the network. Video, audio and data all connect into the codec, which
transmits a single, digital signal over the network to the remote location(s).
Classroom systems are complete videoconferencing packages contained in a
cabinet. Designed for small-to-medium sized groups, these are the most common type
of system in use today. Usually one or two monitors are housed in the cabinet, along
with at least one camera mounted on a pan/tilt head, the audio system, the control
system and the codec.
The audio system consists of an echo canceller, microphones, speakers and
amplifiers. The control system provides the instructor or technical support staff control
over the video images, camera orientation, audio levels and other peripherals. The
camera captures the assembled meeting participants and it can be remotely controlled to
select varying views of the room. Convenient presets are also available to easily switch
between commonly used views. There is also a document camera which is used to
share documents and graphics.
Codecs are designed to transmit and receive two video signals, a motion video
signal, usually from the "people camera" at the front of the room, and a still image
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signal, usually from the document camera. A two-monitor system can display one on
each monitor, and a single monitor system uses picture-in-picture to display both on one
monitor.
More than two locations can also participate in a conference. The equipment
used to bridge multiple locations together is called a Multipoint Control Unit, or MCU.
The MCU performs audio bridging and video switching. The audio is fully interactive,
with all locations bridged together. The video is either voice-activated or manually
controlled by the technician or instructor. Voice-activated means that when a person is
talking, they become the broadcasting site and everyone sees them.
The classroom will have a noticeable affect on video and audio quality. A room
with carpet on the floor and preferably no windows works best. Acoustical panels can
help with noise.
The major advantages of videoconferencing are (Distance Education at a
Glance, 1996, Guide #10):
•

“Allows “real time” visual contact between students and the instructor or among
students at different sites.

•

Supports the use of diverse media (Reed and Woodruff, 1995). Blackboards,
handwritten documents, and videos may be incorporated at all sites.

•

Enables connection with experts in other geographical locations (Reed and
Woodruff, 1995).

•

Can provide access to at-risk or special needs students (Woodruff and Mosby,
1996).

•

Provides additional access to students at remote sites”.
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The disadvantages of videoconferencing are (Distance Education at a Glance,
1996, Guide #10):
•

“The initial cost of the equipment and leasing the lines to transmit conferences may
be prohibitive.

•

Companies which produce codecs have each developed unique methods of
compression which are incompatible, although protocols have been established to
allow communication among brand names. However, this “universal standard”
compromises resolution and quality to a certain degree.

•

Unless a strong effort is made by the instructor, students not located with the
instructor may remain uninvolved in the course.

•

If visuals, like handwritten or copied materials, are not properly prepared, students
may have a difficult time reading them.

•

If the “pipe” that carries the transmission among sites is not large enough, the
students may observe “ghost images” when rapid movement occurs in “real time”
(Reed and Woodruff, 1995).

•

If the system is not properly configured, class members may observe an audio
“echo” effect (Reed and Wooduff, 1995). The result is audio interference that
detracts from the learning environment”.

Statement of the Problem
Just as interaction has been considered a key to success in traditional classrooms
it has become an essential part of successful distance learning courses (Fulford and
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Zhang, 1993). Roblyer and Wiencke (2003) report that research yields consistent
indications that increased interaction in distance course is associated with higher
achievement.
Oliver and McLoughlin (1997a) describe the importance of interactivity in a
study that they conducted in an audiographics teaching and learning environment:
Interactivity has often been seen as the one aspect of conventional face-toface (F2F) teaching that has traditionally been absent from distance
education environments (Juler, 1990). In the past, interactions between
teachers and remote students in distance education environments were
asynchronous through the mail, only F2F classroom conversations were
carried out in real time. However, today’s interactive video technology is
able to support synchronous forms of interactivity, (p. 36)
They go on to say:
The potential of this technology to overcome this limitation has been met
with high levels of enthusiasm. Interactivity offers many opportunities and
advantages in the learning environment. Interactions can be used to
engage learners, to cause them to reflect on and to articulate ideas.
Interactions encourage and facilitate cognition and play an important part
in promoting learners’ intellectual operations and thinking processes
(Vygotsky, 1978; Clements & Nastasi, 1988). Interactivity provides a
means to motivate and stimulate learners in the form of dialogue.
Dialogue is a principal component in the theory of transactional distance,
which describes the distance in distance education in terms of pedagogy
rather than geography (Moore & Kearsley, 1996). The level of possible
and actual dialogue plays a large part in determining the “distance”
between parties in learning environments, (pp. 36-37)
The problem related to this technology is well stated by Roblyer and Wiencke
(2003):
It should be emphasized that levels of interactivity offered by various
technologies are only potential contributors to interaction. They become
meaningful components to promote interaction only in the context of
course designs that make effective use of them. (p. 88)
A review of the literature (Chapter 2) seems to indicate that the two-way video
distance learning environment is often underutilized as an interactive learning
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environment. Therefore, the basic problem is to discover how best to take advantage of
the interactive qualities of this technology to meet teaching and learning objectives.

Purpose of The Study
It is hoped that this study will identify interactive teaching strategies that can be
effectively used in a two-way video distance learning environment. It is also hoped that
faculty teaching in this environment, students learning in this environment, and
administrators supporting this environment can make use of the results of this study.
Lastly, this study may provide a useful basis for further investigation and
research into other videoconferencing instructional models and possibly for assessing
interaction in other distance education environments (e.g. Web-based education).

The Study
This research study will seek to examine the following aspects of interactivity in
videoconferencing instruction:
•

The forms of interactivity supported by the two way interactive video technology

•

The extent to which the instructor employed these interactions

•

The impact of the interactivity in enhancing the quality of the learning experience
and meeting instructional objectives.
My hypothesis is that: The two way interactive video distance education

environment can support the full engagement of students and instructors in a dialogical
approach that leads to improvement in learning and instructional objectives being met.
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The other research questions that I will be trying to answer include:
RQ#1 What instructional techniques are most effective in facilitating interaction in the
two-way video environment?
RQ#2 What are the barriers to interaction in this learning environment?
RQ&3 Is there a difference in the perceptions of the students, those of the
instructor, and the observations of the researcher in regard to the quantity
and quality of interaction?
RQ#4 Is there a difference between the perception of remote and host
site students in regard to student-instructor and student-student
interaction?
RQ#5 Is there a difference between the perception of remote and host site
students in regard to interaction from the early to middle to late
semester lessons?
RQ#6 What should be changed in this environment to help foster
interaction?

Limitations of the Study
The researcher’s bias that interactive environments are superior to other teaching
environments. Due to the small number of remote site students in the study, results may
not represent a larger population. Research results may be distorted because the course
content itself (Introduction to Communication) was closely related to the subject being
investigated in the study.

The study is limited to what can be done to improve

instructor-student interaction and student-student interaction in a specific two-way
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video distance learning environment and therefore findings should not be generalized
beyond this setting.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter reports on the investigation of the literature to identify specific
publications, articles, and research studies on interaction in a two-way video distancelearning environment in higher education.
To begin, it is important to note that there has been substantial debate not only
about the effectiveness of distance learning versus traditional F2F learning but also
about the quality of the research that has been conducted around distance education.
In a 1999 publication entitled “The No Significant Difference Phenomenon”
Thomas L. Russell suggests that “no matter what is being taught, more than one
medium will produce adequate learning results.” Russell started out to identify studies
that would document the fact that technology improved instruction. He discovered that
there were very few comparative studies that found that there was any measurable
benefit to learning attributable to technology and that the vast majority of comparative
ones showed no significance difference. He states the real challenge is to choose the
less expensive medium and avoid wasting limited educational resources. He presents
an annotated bibliography of 355 research reports, summaries, and papers that suggest
that comparing the learning benefits of different media has resulted in no significant
difference. He says the bottom line is “technology does not significantly enhance the
learning experience over the more tradition methods and the real reasons for the
embracing technology are more political and economic rather than educational ones.”
He concludes that there is no evidence that technology improves instruction. On the
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other hand, he says that “there are no significant studies that provide substantial
evidence that technology denigrates instruction.”
The concern with these findings is that the interactive potential of the two-way
video environment may be lost if there is not a significant effort in course redesign to
adapt it to the new technology. The empirical research studies that follow show that
there is significant work required in both faculty training and course redesign in order to
maintain the quality of teaching and learning of the traditional F2F environment.
Russell agrees that the course redesign and related faculty training are what may bring
about an improvement in the education experience. He cites Clark (1994), “if learning
occurs as a result of exposure to any media, the learning is caused by the instructional
method embedded in the media presentation.” Russell agrees with Clark and believes
that our instructional technology research needs to focus more on instructional
processes and less on media.
In April 1999, The Institute for Higher Education Policy (EHEP) published a
report entitled ’’What's The Difference? A Review of Contemporary Research on the
Effectiveness of Distance Learning in Higher Education.”
The report found that very little original research has been done on the
educational effectiveness of distance education. They cite that the original research
studies that have been conducted has been primarily limited to:
•

Student outcomes, such as grades and test scores

•

Student attitudes about learning through distance education

•

Overall student satisfaction toward distance learning, (p. 2)
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After studying the original studies, the Institute also found that the research that
has been done was questionable and renders many of the findings inconclusive because:
•

Much of the research did not control for extraneous variables and therefore
could not show cause and effect

•

Most of the studies did not use randomly selected subjects

•

The validity and reliability of the instruments used to measure student
outcomes and attitudes were questionable

•

Many studies did not adequately control for the feelings and attitudes of the
students and faculty - which the educational research refers to as reactive
efforts, (pp. 3-4)

They concluded that many aspects of the distance education experience have not been
studied extensively.
In addition, the IHEP report provides a break down of the types of technology
being studied in distance learning research. As shown in Figure 1, about one quarter of
the research studies that were analyzed in this study focused on two-way interactive
video. Since this report was published the research emphasis has shifted heavily to
online education although interaction and communication still remains a major focus of
researchers.
It is also interesting to note the types of research designs currently being used in
the study of distance education. Figure 2 shows that most of the research designs were
either experimental research or descriptive research. Case studies and correlational
studies represented only a small portion of the total.
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Types of Distance Learning Technology Studied

El

Two-Way

El Other

Interactive Video

One-Way

(28%)

Broadcast

(16%)

• One-Way
Prerecorded
Video

(13%)

El

El Computer-

Two-Way
Audio/One Way

Mediated

Video

Learning

(6%)

(28%)

Figure 1. Types of Distance Learning Technology Studied

Characterizing Distance Learning Research Studies by Research Methods

D Correlational
(3%)

® Case Study
(15%)

E Experimental

(51%)

Figure 2. Characterizing Distance Learning Research Studies by Research Methods

Most of these research studies are being conducted at four-year institutions.
Two-way interactive video and computer-mediated learning received the most attention
as indicated in Figure 1.
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The major sources for this review of the literature were four on-line databases
namely:
•

International Center for Distance Learning (ICDL) Literature Database (http://wwwicdl.open.ac.uk/)

•

American Center for the Study of Distance Education (ACSDE) DocuCenter
Database (http ://www. ed. p su. edu/acsde/)

•

World Bank Global Distance EducationNet (Global DistEdNet
http://wbweb4.worldbank.org/disted/)

•

ERIC Database (http://www.eduref.org/)
The majority of the articles were from the following journals:

•

The American Journal of Distance Education (ACSDE)

•

Readings in Distance Education Series from ACSDE

•

ACSDE Monographs

•

Journal of Distance Education (Canadian Association for Distance Education)

•

Distance Education (Open and Distance Learning Association of Australia)

•

Open Learning (UK)
The major textbook resources included the following:

•

Gagne, Briggs, &Wager (1992). Principles of Instructional Design

•

Desmond Keegan (1994). Foundations of Distance Education

•

Virginia Ostendorf (1994). The Two-Way Video Classroom

•

Moore & Kearsley (1996). Distance Education: A Systems View

•

University of Maryland University College (1998). Interactive Video Network
Faculty Guide and Technical Training Manual
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•

Moore & Anderson (2003). Handbook of Distance Education

•

Duffy & Kirkley (2004). Learner-Centered Theory and Practice in Distance
Education
The review of the literature is divided into publications that provide conceptual

and theoretical perspectives, articles, and a number of empirical studies that
investigated interaction specifically in this two-way video distance-learning
environment.
Virginia Ostendorf is well-known consultant on videoconferencing and distance
education. She is best known for developing new strategies to increase learner
involvement and interactivity in courses taught at a distance. In her book. The TwoWay Video Classroom, she presents her view of excellence in distance learning and
how to achieve it.
She stresses the importance of having a clear vision of what excellence in this
teaching environment is, what it looks like, what it means for the instructor and, most of
all, what it means for the learner.

She points out that the instructor must initially

consider which elements of the traditional classroom he or she wishes to retain, which
elements to eliminate and which elements to replace with new approaches. She states
that student acceptance of the interactive video classroom depends on three factors:
•

The instructor’s informed and thoughtful preparation for each class

•

The instructor’s skill in conducting the class

•

The personal involvement of each student in the lesson at hand. (p. 1)
She talks about breaking through the glass wall (the video monitor) to involve

each remote learner as many times as possible during the class. She feels that “all sites
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are created equal” and that one of the best ways to achieve equality among learners is to
teach with no students at the originating site until the instructor has mastered the ability
to include and involve the remote learners. Eye contact, activities, discussion and all
oral interaction should rotate equally among the sites and attendees with the face-to-face
group receiving no more attention than any other site. Ostendorf provides advice and
instruction on how to combine involvement strategies, prepare students for interactive
segments, and the importance of change elements for student involvement.
Jane Southwell Munro provides a thorough look at the theoretical and research
literature related to the characteristics common to educator-learner relationships in
distance education in a 1998 ACSDE Research Monograph. This publication focused
on educator-learner interaction as the key to effective teaching and learning. In a twoway video distance learning environment, the work of this relationship involves
negotiating both the physical and psychological separation that characterizes it in order
to create an effective learning environment. Munro points out that
instructors must find ways to make their virtual presence seem more real
than the very real distance that separates them from their students.
She points out that the
distance education instructors must have the ability to develop and
maintain, through dialogue, an effective balance between the closeness
necessary for support and interdependence and the separation necessary
for autonomy and self-efficacy.
She sees this as the same challenge facing instructors of traditional F2F courses with the
added dimension of distance.
The study synthesizes research and theory in distance education dealing with the
instructor-learner relationship, building on Keegan’s definition of distance education;
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integrating the theories of Peters, Holmberg, Moore, Saba, and others; and evolves a
new model for examining the instructor-learner relationship in distance education. The
significant feature of this model is that it makes dialogue between the instructor and
learner its central element.
Reed’s and Woodruff s (1995) article cautions that:
Access to the latest videoconferencing technology does not guarantee a
valuable learning experience. While video offers great promise for
expanding the classroom experience it also amplifies poor teaching styles
and strategies. Instructors should plan to devote greater than normal effort
toward preparation and development of instructional strategies that
actively engage learners.
Reed and Woodruff believe that the biggest advantage of interactive video is that the
instructor can see and hear the remote learner in real time and can use conversation and
body language to enhance communication. They feel that frequent interaction increases
understanding and encourages more personalized instruction and that interactive
teaching strategies such as questioning and discussion can engage and motivate learners
by making them active participants. In addition, they point out that videoconferencing
can provide real time access to remote experts as well as integrate diverse media by use
of a document camera, VCR, slide projector, etc.
Similar to Ostendorf, Cyrs & Smith (1990) discuss different types of interaction,
suggest instructional strategies for promoting it, and offer guidance on how to avoid the
“talking-head” syndrome during courses using videoconferencing. The authors provide
a variety of instructional strategies that can be used to maximize instructor-student and
student-student interactions. These interactive teaching methods include: class
discussions; group projects; peer teaching; brainstorming; and case studies. These
methods foster communication and cooperative learning between the instructor and
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student as well as among students on site and at remote locations. The authors conclude
by emphasizing the fact that the instructional methods chosen must match the learning
objective.
Empirical studies focusing on interaction in the two—way video distance
learning environment are few and far between.
Oliver and McLoughlin (1997b) provide the most relevant study. In their paper
they describe a study that investigated video teaching strategies to determine the ways
instructors used the interactive capabilities of the technology in their lesson delivery.
The study identified the form, nature, and purpose of interactions employed by
instructors and students and the impact and role of these interactions on the subsequent
instructional activities through a detailed analysis of transcripts from videotapes of five
teaching programs. Transcript analysis revealed that interactions tended to fall into the
following types: social, procedural, expository, explanatory, and cognitive. Results of
the study found that
instructors tend to use the interactive elements more to create a supportive
and stimulating learning environment than for instructional support. The
most frequently employed forms of instructor-student dialogue were of an
informative and discursive nature with either party providing information
in relatively short exchanges, (p. 22)
The authors conclude that they see shortcomings in current instructional design for
interactive video since most of the instructors observed made only limited use of the
interactive capabilities.
Thomerson and Smith (1996) conducted a study that compared the affective
perceptions of remote-site distance learning students, host-site distance learning
students, and traditional classroom students toward the experiences they encountered
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while taking courses from the College of Education at Valdosta State University.
Results of the study indicated no significant differences between the three groups in
regard to student/teacher interaction.
A cluster of statements relating to student/teacher interaction were part of a
survey instrument using Likert scale choices (4=strongly agree, 3=agree, 2=disagree,
and l=strongly disagree). The survey was sent to 495 students, 346 were returned, with
the following results: host mean = 3.24; remote mean = 3.16; and traditional mean =
3.20.
Other findings of this study were: the distance learning equipment caused many
distractions; down time was a big problem; and a recommendation to do away with the
host-site group so the instructor could focus entirely on students at the remote site and
host site students could attend traditional classroom course without any of the
distractions caused by a distance learning course.
Based on the results and conclusions of their study, they recommend that
qualitative research studies be conducted involving case study experiences of both
remote and host site distance learning students enrolled in two-way audio and video
distance education programs.
In a study by Bischoff et al. (1996), the authors using Moore’s (1980)
hypothesis that high structure and low dialogue yield “remote” transactional distance
and low structure and high dialogue yield “close” transactional distance, conducted a
study that found dialogue was greater in the distance-format courses than in the
traditional-format courses. The authors report that the mean dialogue scores in
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traditional-format courses (M=3.2, sd=1.21) were significantly lower (t=-2.72, df=218,
p=0.007) when compared to mean scores in distance -format courses (M=3.6, sd=l. 11).
They conclude by stating that their findings also suggest “that a seminar and
discussion format can be effectively implemented in an interactive video setting as
evidenced by “no significance distance” between traditional and distance courses on
transactional distance.”
Gehlauf, Shatz, and Frye (1995) conducted research into faculty perceptions of
interactive television instructional strategies. This research was based on the premise
that “fundamental differences exist between interactive television instruction and
traditional classroom instruction and that these differences need to be addressed in
research and training.” The distance learning environment for this research was a twoway interactive video system linking five regional campuses so that students at the
different locations could carry on dialogue simultaneously. The instructor can view the
students at the other sites and select what the students at the various sites saw on the
large screen monitor at the front of their classrooms. Surveys were sent to twenty-five
faculty from nine different departments who had taught at least one interactive video
course. Fifteen were returned.
Faculty were asked to rate 13 different instructional methods used in interactive
video courses on a five-point bipolar scale where (1) = infrequently used and (5) =
frequently used. In addition to these two Likert-type scales, the instructors were
presented with several open-ended questions:
1. Describe any changes they made to their course because of the interactive
television format.
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2. Describe what an instructor should do to enhance the quality of instruction.
3. Describe what an instructor should not do in an interactive television course.
4. Rate the need for an interactive television orientation /training program.
5. What should be included in such a program, (p. 87)
The results revealed that the most frequently use instructional method in the interactive
video courses was lecture (M=4.13). They rated the four most effective methods as
lecture (M=3.92), videotapes (M=3.83), overhead transparencies (M=3.75), and slides
(M=3.50).
If that was not disturbing enough, instructors indicated a reduction in a variety
of interactive activities as a general response to open-ended question # 1. Fortunately,
in their responses to the second question, they heavily stressed classroom interaction.
Suggestions centered on learning the names of remote-site students, developing
methods of providing feedback to the remote-site students, and not alienating remotesite students. Other suggestions were: use of more audio and visual material, being
aware of reduced mobility due to camera ranges, needing to be familiar with equipment,
and providing student orientation to interactive video courses. The message here seems
to be “Don’t do what I do, do what I say.”
In response to question # 3, the overwhelming response was “never try to ad
lib.” The instructors believed there was a strong need for a training program for faculty
teaching interactive video courses (M=4.33) and that the program should immediately
address training and practice with the equipment but also the pedagogical issues
including more “hands-on’ or “role-playing” experiences to foster interaction with
students.
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Conclusions reached were that instructors want to cling to more traditional
approaches even though they stress the importance of fostering interaction with
students. They felt that a remote-site coordinator or facilitator was important in
maintaining student interaction. They felt they needed to spend more time planning and
organizing for their video courses than their traditional courses.
The conclusions here coincide with the recommendations of Reed, Woodruff,
and Ostendorf for teaching in a two-way video learning environment.
Another research study conducted by Dillon, Hengst, and Zoller (1991) also
points out that “although the interactive video system could provide for live interaction
among faculty, distance students, and on-campus students, only a minority of the
instructors use interactive strategies.” The faculty who taught the distance learner using
the two-way video system relied primarily upon instructor-centered strategies,
particularly, the lecture. Participation in the distance teaching system did not appear to
affect the selection of teaching strategies and practices as most faculty utilized the same
methods in the identical on-campus class. Some reasons cited for this were
the institution provided few rewards for faculty using the two-way video
system and that the institution provided only minimal training for faculty.
In addition, the training that was available was primarily operational with
little attention to course design, instruction, and serving the unique needs
of the distance learner, (p. 39)
The authors conclude that “promoting student involvement in learning is a
critical component of educating a society capable of meeting the demands of the
information age.” They emphasize that
the unique characteristics of distance education in which students and
teachers are separated by distance require a greater emphasis on
involvement strategies and methods than traditional on-campus
instruction. Continued reliance upon the teacher-centered strategies places
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too much attention upon what the teacher does, while placing too little
attention upon the actions of the learner, (p. 40)
Lastly, they stress that “future research in the design of instruction for distance
education need no longer continue to focus upon the media, but rather attend to the
method.”
In a study conducted by McCleary and Egan (1995) entitled “Program Design
and Evaluation: Two-Way Interactive Television,” the authors tracked the development
of a three-course sequence taught to groups of students off-campus via two-way
interactive video with the same courses being taught by the same instructor in a
traditional environment. Of particular interest were variables associated with learner
performance and retention of students, instructor effectiveness, learner receptivity, and
course design features associated with distance learning. A significant finding found in
this research was the changing role of the program facilitator over the three-course
sequence. It seems that the site facilitators assumed major responsibility for student
interaction in the later courses. Facilitators began acting as members of the
instructional team rather than just managing the physical and technical aspects of the
course. This role included providing feedback, responding to questions, and giving
assistance in completing class projects. Unfortunately, this does not address the
instructor’s own effectiveness in fostering interaction between himself and students
utilizing the features of a two-way interactive learning environment.
Roblyer and Wiencke (2003) developed a rubric for identifying and assessing
observable indictors of interaction in distance learning classes (see Appendix A). The
rubric was developed based on findings from theory and research on interaction in
distance learning environments.
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The rubric used a scale of 1-5 points (low, minimum, moderate, above average,
and high) for assessing the interactive qualities in five categories:
•

Social/Rapport-Building Designs for Interaction

•

Instructional Designs for Interaction

•

Interactivity of Technology Resources

•

Evidence of Learner Engagement

•

Evidence of Instructor Engagement

The authors report on current and anticipated uses of this rubric. This rubric was
utilized to assess the interactive qualities of on-line distance learning classes but could
be modified for use in other distance learning environments.
This chapter summarized the research that was most relevant for this study.
Chapter 3 provides the details of the research design.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN

As indicated in Chapter 1, this study is limited to reporting on the use of one
distance education technology and is only a snapshot of this environment at one point in
time. It will be a qualitative case study that seeks to describe the interaction in a twoway video environment. It is hoped that this research will generate a set of data that
could be useful for faculty and instructional designers working in this specific video
environment. It may also be valuable to administrators who are assessing this and other
distance learning environments for teaching and learning effectiveness. This research
will gather information about what instructional activities worked well in generating
instructor-student interaction and student-student interaction. The population of the
study will be a distance education instructor and his on-site and remote students. The
environment will include two fully equipped video classrooms on the UMass Video
Network, a live interactive system that provides two-way audio and video
communication between students and instructor. Data will be gathered from analysis of
on-site observations, videotaped lessons, interviews with the instructor, and surveys of
students.
The Course
The course that will be observed is entitled “Introduction to Communication”
being taught simultaneously to students at two university campuses using interactive
video and the world-wide-web. Although this course included a web site and other
online components (e.g. online discussion groups) these will not be analyzed as part of
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this study. This course was selected because the instructor had five years of experience
teaching in this video environment and the course syllabus indicated that it would be
highly interactive.
Introduction to Communication is a beginning exploration of the field of
communication for college students. It earns credit as an arts course and fulfills one of
the requirements in the Communication Program. The course covers both theory and
practice involving models of communication, perception, listening, inter- and intra¬
personal communication, group communication, speaking, technology, and media.
The stated course objectives are:
•

“Understand the various dimensions of the field of communication

•

Understand what communication is, especially effective communication

•

Develop greater competence in crucial aspects of effective communication:
information collecting; thinking critically; expressing yourself

•

Recognize the importance of and prize effective communication

•

Use modem technological tools to assist in information gathering, thinking, and
expression

•

Strengthen capabilities for academic and professional growth

•

Meet new colleagues and develop skills of collaboration

•

Have fun”.
Learning experiences will include: using interactive television and the world-

wide-web; in-class discussion with some lecture/presentation; group and individual
exercises; projects and reports by groups and individuals; exams, papers; and final
essay. A typical class, as described in the syllabus, would be conducted like this:
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•

Groups deliberate a question or issue pertinent to the day’s topic.

•

Each group reports on its conclusions

•

Instructor synthesizes the material, adding or clarifying, and identifying
“nuggets”

The following three classes were chosen from the schedule for observation:
Observation:

Session:

Topic:

#1

Nonverbal Communication

Nonverbal Communication

#2

Communication in Groups & Teams

Application to Group Projects

#3

Group Projects

Presentations

The Environment
Remote Site: This site was originally a traditional classroom that was converted
to a multi media presentation room. It included a video/computer LCD projector, VCR,
PC T1 wireless Internet access, electronic screen, built-in sound system, and
whiteboard. The classroom was arranged with tables in a horseshoe pattern so students
directly faced the camera. In this way the instructor could maintain direct eye contact
with the students at the remote site over the monitor. This was possible given that class
enrollment at the remote site was six students.
Host Site - This was a presentation room that seated 30 students and had a
complete video production studio in the rear of the room. The room was equipped with
two remote control cameras and a ceiling microphone and speaker system. In addition,
the room was equipped with large screen video projection and could display images
from a MAC, PC, Laptop, VCR or document camera. The instructor had a touch screen
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located in the front of the room that enabled him to have complete control of equipment
in the room including cameras and videoconferencing equipment. In addition, the
classroom had a high-speed Internet access connection, a fax machine, and a
speakerphone for audio conferencing. There were 18 students enrolled in the course at
this site.
The sites are approximately 40 miles apart.

The Design
This research study will be conducted in three parts: (1) Classroom
Observations and Analysis of Videotaped Lessons, (2) Instructor Interviews, (3) Student
Surveys.

Classroom Observations and Analysis of Videotaped Lessons
This part of the research will involve on-site observations and also videotaping
of three class sessions (near the beginning, midpoint, and end of course) as the
instructor seeks to implement interactive teaching strategies.
The first goal will be to categorize the types of interactions observed between
instructor and students as well as those between students. This data gathering will be
utilizing a framework developed by Oliver and Me Loughlin (1997) specifically
developed for a live interactive video environment. This framework uses an approach
of analyzing the content of an interaction and placing it in one of the five categories
below:

28

•

Social - teacher/student talk establishing and developing rapport

•

Procedural - teacher/student dialogue involving information exchange on
course requirements and procedures

•

Expository - student or teacher demonstrating knowledge or skill in
response to a direct request from another

•

Explanatory - teacher using student responses to explain knowledge and
develop content

•

Cognitive - teacher providing constructive feedback to a student response
causing the student to reflect and to consider an alternative
perspective/reality, (p. 14)

The number of interactions in each category will be recorded to determine the most
common forms of interaction occurring in this learning environment.
Next, two cognitive frameworks discussed in the University of Maryland
University College (1998) Interactive Video Network Faculty Guide and Technical
Training Manual, will be used to evaluate effectiveness of the two-way video course
design.
First, the observed interactions will be evaluated in regard to how they relate to
the nine instructional events that support the internal processes of learning as articulated
by Gagne, Briggs, and Wager (1992) in their book. Principles of Instructional Design.
Specifically, how the interactions related to the following events:
•

How did the instructor gain attention at the start of class?

•

Did the instructor communicate the class objectives? How?

•

Did the instructor stimulate recall of prerequisite learning? How?

•

How did the instructor present new concepts to be learned?
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•

How did the instructor guide the learning process?

•

How did the students demonstrate what they had learned? Were they an active
participant in the learning process?

•

How did the instructor and students provide feedback that showed the
effectiveness of the teaching and learning?

•

How did the instructor assess that the class objectives were achieved?

•

How did the instructor assist the students with the retention of what they had
learned?

Since these events constitute a set of communications between the instructor and the
student that supports learning, they would be expected to be a substantial part of the
interaction although not all nine would necessarily occur in each of the classes.
Lastly, Bloom's (1956) Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: The
Classification of Educational Goals. Handbook I: Cognitive Domain, which is a
hierarchy of cognitive skills, would be used as a framework to observe interactions that
assisted students in stretching from the lowest skill, knowledge, to the highest skill,
evaluation.
Observation techniques and approaches provided by the UMass Center for
Teaching will be used to help identify and categorize the interactions that are observed.
From the analysis of the interactions, teaching techniques and strategies that best
helped facilitate instructor-student interaction and student-student interaction will be
identified to help answer the motivating question of my study:
How best can a two way interactive video distance education environment
support the full engagement of students and instructors in a dialogical
approach that leads to improvement in learning and instructional
objectives being met?
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and three of the other research questions:
RQ#1

What instructional techniques are most effective in facilitating
interaction in the two-way video environment?

RQ#2

What are the barriers to interaction in this learning environment?

RQ#6

What should be changed in this environment to
help foster interaction?

Instructor Interviews
This part of the research will include both pre-observation, post-observation, and
final semester interviews with the instructor. With permission of the instructor,
interviews will be audio-taped.

Pre-observation interviews will seek to understand the

instructor’s goals for interaction for a specific lesson and how he has structured the
class to meet those goals. The post-observation interviews will gather information from
the instructor on what worked and what did not with regard to interaction, barriers seen,
and differences observed between host and remote site interactions. Finally, at the end
of the semester the instructor will be asked more general questions that will address
issues such as faculty training, student preparation, and institution support for
facilitating interaction in this learning environment.
Responses to the specific interview questions will be transcribed and used in
partially answering the following research questions:
RQ#1

What instructional techniques are most effective in facilitating
interaction in the two-way video environment?

RQ#2

What are the barriers to interaction in this learning environment?
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RQ#3

Is there a difference in the perceptions of the
students, those of the instructor, and the
observations of the researcher in regard to the
quantity and quality of interaction?

RQ#6

What should be changed in this environment to
help foster interaction?

Student Surveys
Surveys of student perceptions of interaction will be gathered for each lesson
observed. With assistance from the UMASS Center for Teaching, a survey that was
developed and conducted by Fulford and Zhang (1993) was modified to create the
survey instrument. It uses fifteen multiple-choice questions from the Fulford and Zhang
survey and three open-ended questions to gather student thoughts on what worked well,
what could be improved, and what could be added to improve interaction in this twoway video environment.
An analysis of this data will be conducted to help answer the following research
questions:
RQ#3

Is there a difference in the perceptions of the
students, those of the instructor, and the
observations of the researcher in regard to the
quantity and quality of interaction?

32

RQ#4

Is there a difference between the perception of
remote and host site students in regard to studentinstructor and student-student interaction?

RQ#5

Is there a difference between the perception of
remote and host site students in regard to
interaction from the early to middle to late
semester lessons?

This research is a snapshot of this environment at a point in time. There will be no
attempt to generalize findings beyond the setting in which it was conducted. This study
will be limited entirely to a focus on what can be done to improve instructor-student
interaction and student-student interaction. The hope is that this study will provide
some useful information for teaching and learning in this specific two-way video
distance learning environment.
Data will be reported in Chapter 4 in accord with the methodology outlined in
Figure 3.
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Results:
Early Semester:
Pre-observation Interview with the Instructor
First Classroom Observation
Post-observation Interview with the Instructor
Student Survey
Mid Semester:
Pre-observation Interview with the Instructor
Second Classroom Observation
Post-observation Interview with the Instructor
Student Survey
Late Semester:
Pre-observation Interview with the Instructor
Third Classroom Observation
Post-observation Interview with the Instructor
Student Survey
Discussion:
Interviews with the instructor
Onsite observations and videotape analysis
Student surveys
Figure 3. Data Reporting Format
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter describes and analyzes data gathered from instructor interviews,
classroom observations, and student surveys. The data are first presented and organized
within the timeframe they were gathered - early, mid, and late semester.

The chapter

concludes with a discussion of results by the research method used - interviews with the
instructor, on-site observations and videotape analysis, and student surveys. Notes from
classroom observations are included in Appendix B. The instructor consent form,
interview questions, and interview notes are included in Appendix C. The student
consent form, student survey, and spreadsheets of the survey results are included in
Appendix D.
Classes were held weekly on Tuesdays and Thursdays for one hour and fifteen
minutes each. There was a total of thirty sessions during the semester. In order to
allow for acclimation of the students to the teaching environment, problem resolution
and adjustments to the technology, and development of instructor/student rapport, the
eleventh meeting of the class was chosen for the first observation. The nineteenth and
twenty-eight class sessions were selected for the middle and late semester observations.
Pre-observation and post-observation interviews with the instructor were scheduled as
soon as possible before and after the class observation based on the availability of
instructor and the researcher. The student surveys were distributed and collected at the
end of each class observation. The numbers of completed student surveys at the host
site were 17-18-18 for the three observed sessions from a total of eighteen enrollments.
At the remote site there were 4-6-5 surveys returned from a total of six enrollments.
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The small sample at the remote site did not allow for advanced statistical tests to be
performed. Although re-sampling statistics and other methods could be used for small
data sets, it would require more data gathering and expanding this research beyond its
scope.

Results: Early Semester

Pre-observation Interview with the Instructor
The objective of the interview was to clearly understand the instructor’s goals
for interaction and how he had structured this specific class to meet those goals.
The instructor stated that his major goal was to have students behave as if they
were one class. To accomplish this he had developed a role-playing exercise in which
student groups were asked to review a script (see Appendix B) and have two students
from each group act out the script showing different situations. Each ad hoc group
would use the same words but they were asked to use non-verbals to illustrate different
situations for those words, thereby illustrating how non-verbals can convey more
meaning than verbals. After each role-playing exercise he was looking for an
interchange across the campuses. His goal was that students would talk pretty much as
one class about what just happened. He felt that this group exercise was fairly
illustrative of his classes and described what he hoped would occur:
A group exercise which will involve a group in preparing a little skit, if
you will, a role playing; and then the actual performance of that role play
for some of the groups (we won’t have time for all of the groups to do it)
and then student debriefing of those role plays, linking them to the theory
that we’ve been talking about in class, and so it’s really their show in that
respect, and I will just moderate the discussion and set it up.
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The exercise would be preceded by some presentation and discussion of
nonverbal communication concepts. His goal was that the discussion would involve
himself and his students sharing experiences and giving their own examples of the
concepts. He felt that this had worked pretty well with this group of students so far
although he expressed some concern that he was still the focal point of most
discussions. He stated that with the audio it was difficult for students to just barge in,
so they may have to raise their hand and then he would have to serve as a traffic cop.
His goal was to be able to step out of the way and have students talking to each other.
Students were expected to have read one chapter in the text on non-verbal
communication.
The instructor stated that he tries to get equal participation in the groups by
going around and trying to make sure - “sometimes quite forcefully” - that everyone is
at least taking part in the planning of the group, whether they are actually involved in
the output, the production itself. He didn’t see getting a high level of participation as a
problem.
The instructor described his technique for keeping eye contact with remote
students:
I look to the back of the room and there’s a monitor for me to look at the
remote site and so when I’m scanning the class, just making eye contact,
as I do anyway with the host site students, I include the remote site camera
and monitor. The camera showing me is right ort top of that monitor so
when I look at remote students, in effect I’m looking at them and they can
see that I’m looking at them. I have a personal sense in this class and in
most of them that after a while we forget that this is all electronic and
virtual.
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In regard to technical issues the instructor spoke about some potential audio issues:
When host site students are speaking I will frequently have to inteiject and
tell them to speak up to make sure that the remote site can hear them. The
one weak link in this is still the sound coming out of the host site
classroom. There are these overhead mikes, and sometimes some of the
host site students speak softly or they are sitting in kind of an audio hole,
and so I do have to really be alert to that and try to get the students to be
alert to that.
Prior to this instructor interview I had gotten onto the class web site to review
the course syllabus and asked the instructor about the use of the web in this course. He
commented that: “The web is actually the center of the course. The outline is there. I
don’t reprint new versions of the outline. Any assignment for a particular week is
linked on that outline entry for that week”. As mentioned in Chapter 3, this will not be
analyzed as part of this research.
Impressions from this interview were that the instructor had a well-scripted plan
for interaction in this class.

First Classroom Observation
The first on site observation took place at the remote location. From the pre¬
observation interview, the instructor’s plan for interaction between himself and his
students as well as between students themselves seemed well laid out.
Many social interactions took place between instructor and students at both the
host and remote sites before the beginning of class. Instructor consistently addressed
students by their first names when greeting them.
The subject matter for this class session was non-verbal communication. Class
began with the instructor reviewing the agenda for the next several classes.
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The

instructor and students dialogued on expectations for the group projects and the mid¬
term exam format.

The instructor began with a short review of some of the non-verbal

communication concepts discussed in the previous class. He led the discussion using a
list of nonverbal communication concepts that he had displayed on the projection
screen. He provided examples of several types of nonverbal communications
(chronemics, kinesics, paralanguage, silence) and asked students to give others. He
directed questions to specific students at each site as well as opening it up to everyone
to respond. Several students responded by providing examples. Students were very
comfortable in interacting with the instructor and other students during this class
discussion. Some of these discussions led to the instructor providing feedback to
student responses that further assisted students in their understanding of the material.
There were problems with the microphones at the host site so that the remote
site students had to interrupt and ask host site students, who were talking, to speak up.
There were several exchanges between sites until adjustments were made to improve
the sound. Technical support staff was immediately available and resolved these issues
quickly.
The instructor then asked the class to break into ad hoc groups of four or five
students each and prepare a skit from a script (see Appendix B) that the class would
have to identify what was going on and what were the non-verbal communications that
gave it away. The groups were asked to select two members of their group to act out
the skit.
There was constant dialog (questions and comments) between the instructor and
students at both sites in clarifying the goals of the exercise. Students appeared very
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comfortable with dialoging with the instructor about the exercise. The instructor went
over several scenarios that could use the script conversation. It could be used in
planning a bank robbery; asking the professor for an extension; deciding to go steady;
deciding to break up or have a divorce; deciding to have children; deciding to go to the
movies; etc. He invited students to come up with their own situations and to feel free to
modify the script in any way they wished.
The instructor was very clear on his expectations and what he wanted each
group to do: “take this dialogue, hit upon a situation, select two people to act it out, and
the rest of us will have to guess what it is you are acting out”.
The instructor indicated that both sites should mute their microphones for five
minutes to prepare the skits. Good group processes were observed at both the host and
remote sites in preparing for the skit. Student-student interactions were focused on the
task of preparing skits using the nonverbal communication concepts discussed earlier in
the class.
Instructor used the document camera to display remaining time to both sites
going from five minutes down to one. This was a good example of using the
technology to communicate with remote site students via video while the microphones
were muted.
Before beginning the skits the instructor reminded students on how to use
nonverbals - body language, clothing, artifacts, etc. There were four skits acted out,
three at the host site and one at the remote site. After each skit the instructor began the
discussion by asking “what was going on there”?, “what were they doing”?, “how
could you tell”?, “happy situation”?, “unhappy situation”?.
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The skits and discussion that followed lasted almost 30 minutes and resulted in a
steady dialogue between the instructor and the students.
To conclude the exercise, the instructor reviewed a list of non-verbal
communication that was observed in the four skits (clothing, body language,
paralanguage, kinesics).
Instructor ended class by reminding students what was coming next in regard to
class assignments, mid-term exam details, etc., and wishing students at both sites a nice
weekend. Total interactions tallied in each category were as listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Types of Interaction - First Observation
Social

8

Procedural

14

Expository

16

Explanatory

11

Cognitive

_2

TOTAL

51

The sixteen expository interactions were the most frequent due to the fact that
the instructor consistently called on students in both sites to demonstrate their
understanding of different types of non-verbal communication by giving examples or
identifying them in the skits that were performed.
The instructor used the beginning and end of the class to lay out his objectives
for this class and several upcoming sessions. In addition, several of the procedural
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interactions were involved with providing instructions for the role-playing exercise and
monitoring the preparation time given to students. This accounted for the fourteen
procedural interactions.
The explanatory interactions centered around the instructor providing feedback
to students on their responses to questions or asking them to further explain what they
meant.
Social interactions were pretty much limited to greetings at the beginning and
end of class and some humor injected with some of the concepts being presented.
Cognitive interactions were limited to the few times that student responses were not
correct and the instructor provided feedback to have the student reconsider his or her
response.
In observing the class and reviewing the videotapes many of the interactions
were focused on the nine events that Gagne, Briggs, and Wager cite as “supporting the
internal processes of learning”.

These are described below:

Gaining Attention. The instructor gained and maintained student attention by
using a combination of visual aides, constantly asking the class to respond to his
questions related to the subject matter, and humor. Many of the interactions that I
observed served this purpose.
Communicating Lesson Objectives. The instructor clearly stated his
instructional objectives at the beginning of the class and kept coming back to them
throughout the session. He displayed a bulleted list of nonverbal communication terms
on the projection screen so students knew exactly what he was referring to. From these
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interactions, I believe that both host and remote site were clear on the objectives of the
class.
Stimulating Recall of Prerequisite Learning. Students were required to read
Chapter 12 of the text as a prerequisite for this class. In addition, the instructor asked
students to work in groups at each site to help one another reconstruct relevant content
and then share it with the class.
Presenting Concepts and Rules to be Learned. Although the instructor provided
definitions and examples of the different nonverbal communication concepts (kinesics,
artifacts, proxemics, chronemics, paralanguage, etc.), it was the constant questioning of
students and the role playing exercise that helped students understand the essential
features of these ideas.
Providing Learning Guidance. Throughout this class the instructor encouraged
students, through prompting, to acquire a complete understanding of nonverbal
communication concepts. By using the role playing exercise he was able to determine
if they were understanding the concepts.
Eliciting Performance or Application. Again, the role-playing exercise
convinced the instructor that the students had mastered the objectives of the lesson.
Students were able to demonstrate what they had learned and be active participants in
the learning process.
Providing Feedback. The instructor consistently provided feedback to students
on their comments and responses to his questions. This constituted the majority of the
interactions (expository and explanatory) observed.
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Assessing Performance. The role-playing exercise and the student responses in
identifying what was going on in the skits provided the instructor a good way of
assessing if the learning objectives of the class were met.
Enhancing Retention and Transfer. Throughout the class and particularly at the
end of the class the instructor would summarize nonverbal communication that was
demonstrated or observed.
Although I did not expect to observe the occurrence of all nine of these events in
each of the classes observed, this particular one seem to have them all.
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives was used as a framework for
observing interactions that assisted students in stretching from the lowest skill,
knowledge, to the highest skill, evaluation. Again, it was not expected that each class
would demonstrate all six skills levels but it was expected that some examples would be
seen during the three classroom observations.
The subject matter of this first observation provided a good example for
applying Bloom’s Taxonomy within one class session.
Knowledge. Definitions of several nonverbal communications (kinesics,
artifacts, proxemics, chronemics, paralanguage) were provided and discussed.
Understanding. Instructor and student examples were given for each of these
concepts.
Application. Students were asked to apply what they had learned in a roleplaying exercise.
Analysis. Students were asked to analyze the skit and identify what non-verbal
communication was being demonstrated.
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Synthesis. Students seeing how non-verbal communication fits into an overall
scheme of how people communicate with each other.
Evaluation. Having students make judgments about the importance of one’s
non-verbal communication and how to become good non-verbal communicators. To
think about how they can do it better. Also, to obtain the skill to correctly assess the
nonverbal communication of others. “This is a good example of such and such”, and so
on.

Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor
The post-observation interview with the instructor took place seven days after
the observation. The instructor felt the class had gone well but wasn’t as interactive
across campuses (student to student) as earlier classes this semester. He put it in the
average category. His objectives were to have students at both campuses feel free to
talk to each other as if they were on one campus. He felt he got less of that but thought
it was directly related to the sound issues. He thought the group exercise and skits
worked well in facilitating interaction between himself and his students. “It always
sucks them in”.
In regard to interaction between students he felt: “ the discussion that went on
in critiquing the skits helped connect both sites. Some of the students at the host site
have said that they think they know the students in the remote site better than some of
those in their own class. Asking a question to one student that prompts other students to
react. For example, when a student at the host site says something and a student at the
remote site disagrees”.
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Barriers to interaction that the instructor said he encountered in that class were:
“When I’m presenting information using the document camera I’m running the show
and it doesn’t allow for interaction. Also, not watching the video camera carefully
enough and looking for opportunities to bring students into a discussion. Lastly, sound
quality was an issue. For example, “Ed speaks quickly, softly, and often. When the
microphones are not working properly it certainly impacts the amount of interaction and
I think the willingness of students to participate”.
The instructor did not feel there were any differences in the quantity and/or
quality of his interactions with host versus remote site students in that class. He did
express concern that one or two of the remote site students don’t participate as much
although they seem to interact well when he is teaching from their site. He concluded
that they may be a little camera shy.
The one thing he said he would change was he would have been more assertive
in getting students to respond to each other. He liked asking students to critique other
students especially when it is not a question of knowledge.
He said that group skits work well with this content (non-verbal communication)
in this two-way video environment and he would continue to use similar group
exercises to generate discussions between students in future classes.

Student Surveys
In general the student population at both sites were similar in demographics.
The host site had a few older less traditional aged students while both sites had a good
gender and racial mix. One difference was that the host site was a commuter campus
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whereas the remote site was a residential campus. This may have allowed the remote
site students to socialize more often and develop greater rapport among themselves.
There were seventeen students at the host site and four students at the remote
site for this class. All completed the survey. The survey included fifteen Likert scale
(1-5) questions and three open ended questions. The survey and its results are included
in appendix D. For reporting on the fifteen Likert scale questions in the student surveys
I used the following scale (Figure 4) to describe results:

< . 10 = essentially the same
> . 10 and < .25 = slightly higher
> .25 and < .50 = higher
= or > .50 = much higher
Figure 4. Absolute Differences in Average Scores

Overall, students at the remote site were more positive in their views of
interaction than host site students having higher scores on ten out of the fifteen
questions.
The remote site students reported that they answered questions, volunteered
opinions, asked questions, and participated in overall class activities higher or much
higher than reported by the host site students.
Remote site students also reported their level of interaction with the instructor
and with fellow students to be much higher than that reported by host site students.
Remote site students had a slightly higher average score in reporting the level of
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interaction between students in the class overall and essentially the same score as host
site students on the level of interaction between the instructor and students. Remote
site students were slightly more positive on how the level of interaction made them feel.
The average scores for both sites on the level of interaction occurring in this class (4.0 above average) and the percentage of time instructor and students interacted (3.75 70%) were essentially the same.
Remote site students reported a higher score for the instructor motivating
interaction with them personally although host site students reported a higher score than
the remote site students on the instructor motivating interaction in general.
Host site students reported a higher average score for the student-sharing portion
of the lesson and essentially the same score as host students on the value of the
question-answer portion of the lesson.
The three open-ended questions received mostly common responses and some
site-specific responses:
Question #1:

What worked best in regard to your interaction with the instructor and
other students?

Common responses:
•

the supportive, non-intimidating environment

•

working in groups

•

the role playing exercise

•

the interesting material

•

the set up of the environment
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Host site:
• having the instructor on site avoids technical issues.
Remote site:
• having a small class.
Question #2:

What could be improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor
and other students?

Common responses:
• better audio
• more interaction with students from the other site
Host site:
• get over my shyness
• provide training for students for learning in this environment
Remote site:
• larger monitors
Question #3:

What could be added to make this a better interactive learning

experience for you?
Common responses:
• better microphones
• more opportunities for student to student interaction
Host site:
• smaller class size
• more students at the remote site
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• “I don’t value interaction over education. We waste too much time trying to
communicate. This is college you know”
Remote site.
• more site visits by the instructor early in the semester
• meeting host site students face-to face at the beginning of the semester
• visit students at the other site
• have instructor bring some students with him when he teaches from our site

Results: Mid Semester

Pre-Observation Interview with the Instructor
The interview with the instructor took place two days prior to my class
observation. The instructor stated that his goals for interaction for this particular class
were to have students analyze their own groups at this stage in the semester and report
on where they are with their projects. These were not ad hoc groups but rather
permanent teams formed to work on their course projects.
I want to put the question out there of “why are groups important?” and
have students respond. I have heavy goals for interaction for the class as
a whole, across campuses, and within groups as groups report back to the
class as a whole.
He said there would be minimal lecture and that he would be highlighting major points
and having the students run the class. He expected that there would be brainstorming in
groups and reporting out and that he would use that output to provide them feedback.
Students were expected to read chapter 10 in the text on Groups & Teams along with
viewing a slide show and a link to a file of questions regarding groups that were on the
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web site. There would be a continuance of the course practice of group discussions and
exercises to facilitate learning.
His goal for student-student interaction was to have a lot of it.
I want them to come away with a heightened understanding of the
importance of groups, principles of group formation, and the issues around
how groups are maintained. I will have them brainstorm to get them into
the issues. My hope is that they will actually improve their groups by
using some of the concepts and principles we discuss in their own group
formation.
The instructor stated that this class session would not differ pedagogically in any
significant way from what he had done in earlier classes in this course.

Second Classroom Observation
The topic for this class was Communication in Groups and Teams and its
Application to Group Projects. This class was observed at the host site. Instructor was
in class fifteen minutes early greeting students by name and taking attendance.
Instructor was socializing with host site students before the beginning of class. Students
were informally talking about their group projects.
Instructor let students at both sites know that class would begin in about four
minutes. Host site students had a discussion with the instructor on some problems they
were having organizing their projects. The class web site was displayed on the
projection screen.
The instructor began the class by clearly stating the agenda for this class session:
we will quickly finish up on the topic of group effectiveness that we were
discussing on Tuesday and then you have a task. I will ask you to apply
what you learned to your group in how you have interacted and how you
plan to interact. I will ask each group to report back in this class where
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you are and what you will need to do. This will be very informal. No
formal contract. Just where you are.
He also laid out the agenda for the next class session: “Next Tuesday we are back into
the topic of mass communication that is chapter 14 in the book. I will be doing some
presenting that day.”
Before getting into the content for the class the instructor asks if there were any
questions, problems, issues that anyone wanted to bring up. There were several
procedural questions from both host and remote site students.
The instructor began his lecture on “effectiveness of communication in groups”
by displaying topics on the overhead projector and providing information, asking
questions of the students, and soliciting comments. Topics included problems in
making groups constructive: must resolve leadership role, must manage conflict, must
decide how your group will communicate. He reviewed what groups must address to
make groups effective: “task” communication - what has to be done and why,
“procedural” communication - where will we meet, what techniques or technology are
we going to use (email, phone), “climate’ in the group - listening attentively, not being
too aggressive.
The instructor clarified roles within groups for the students:
each group will be asked to appoint a liaison to the class to tell us how
things are going. This will be the public relations person for your group.
This should not be the group leader. The group leader is the one in charge
of getting the project done.
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He also provided guidance in regard to what to expect: “conflicts will probably occur,
you may disagree on your topic, this is not bad, find ways to have a win-win situation,
your group will be effective if it realizes these things will occur”.
Instructor provided additional guidance on working in groups:
Work hard in your groups to create win/win situations. Groups that let
everyone have a voice are the most effective. There is not always one
right way for all situations. Do not focus conflicts on personalities. Keep
focused on issues. Don’t postpone dealing with conflict.
Students seemed fully engaged in this discussion/lecture. Instructor was
constantly asking questions and giving examples of effective communication in groups
to keep the students’ attention. Constantly addressing students by first names and
watching students and how they were engaged.
The instructor informed the students that there were a bunch of questions that
they will need to deal with today in there groups: who will be the leader(s) in your
group?, who will be the liaison?, who is going to do what on the project?, who has
what expertise in your group?, how are you going to communicate with each other?.
Instructor announced that the groups in the class will take fifteen minutes to
meet to discuss and answer these questions and report back to the class. Very clear
instructions. Microphones were muted at both sites.
There was about twenty minutes of lecture /discussion, fifteen minutes for the
group exercise, and another twenty minutes to record and discuss each group’s project
information.
During the group exercise students were engaged in sharing their experiences
and giving their opinions. Students seem very comfortable in voicing their opinions,

53

not anxious or intimidated. Instructor assisted several host site groups during this time.
He was not available to remote site students.
After approximately fifteen minutes each group began reporting their
information to the instructor. Instructor recorded group answers on the whiteboard
using a template that he had developed to sort the information into a standard format.
He said he would set up online discussion forums for each group.
Total interactions tallied for this class in each category were as listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Types of Interactions - Second Observation
Social

06

Procedural

19

Expository

12

Explanatory

06

Cognitive

04

TOTAL

47

In this class there were many procedural interactions because the group exercise
called for the student groups to answer specific questions from the instructor regarding
the organization of their group projects (e g. . who is in your group?, who is your
leader?, who is your liaison?, what is your project topic?). The instructor recorded
student responses to these questions on the whiteboard. In addition, as in the first class
observed, the instructor laid out his instructional objectives at the beginning of the class
and concluded with what was to come in the next class or two.
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Most of the expository interactions took place in the first twenty minutes of
class when the instructor was reviewing issues that arise with communication in groups.
The instructor engaged students by providing examples (e g. someone not speaking up
until it is too late to change things) and asking for student responses or by asking
students to give examples from their own experience related to issues that they had
faced in working in groups.
Six occurrences of explanatory interactions were observed. These occurred as
follow-up comments by the instructor to examples of poor group communication that
were provide by the students. These happened at the beginning of the class when the
instructor was providing examples of issues (focusing conflict on personalities;
postponing dealing with conflict; the chain of command communication of the military)
and students related to them and dialogued between themselves and with the instructor.
Social interactions occurred at the beginning of class and some good-natured
humor during the class between the instructor and a few of the more vocal students. In
the group exercise, students were more focused on how they got to work on their project
topics (e.g. advertising in the media) instead of how to organize themselves to avoid
issues in their working groups.

Because of this there were not many cognitive

interactions observed related to the learning objective of how to make groups more
effective.
Again, as in the first observation, Gagne, Briggs, and Wager’s nine instructional
events constituted the majority of interactions that were observed.
Gaining Attention. The instructor gained and maintained student attention by
maintaining a steady and focused dialogue with his students on how they were
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preparing to communicate with each other on the organization of their projects. The
instructor used the projection screen during his presentation to keep students focused on
the list of issues he was discussing related to the effectiveness of groups. During the
group exercise, he used the white board as a visual attention getter to record the
responses of his students regarding the organization of their project teams. He kept the
attention of both host and remote site students by constantly asking specific students to
respond to his questions. He also inserted humor several times to check out that
students were still engaged and listening.
Communicating Lesson Objectives. As with the first class observed, the
instructor took the first few minutes to clearly state his instructional objectives for this
class. He was clear on what he expected students to do during this class and what he
expected the instructional output of the class to be (organizational details of the group
projects). Objectives were stated succinctly so they were quickly and easily understood.
Stimulating Recall of Prerequisite Learning. Using the projection screen, listing
the issues around effective communication in groups, the instructor asked students to
recall what they had discussed in the last class. Again, similar to the role playing
exercise in the first observation, the instructor had students work in groups at each site
to help one another reconstruct relevant content and then share it with the class in
regard to the organization of their group projects.
Presenting Concepts and Rules to be Learned. The instructor presented the
many communication issues that groups confront and provided many examples for
students to be able to relate to. He constantly asked students to give new examples to
make sure that the students understood and could pinpoint these problem areas within
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group communications. The group exercise was also designed to help students
understand the issues that they would be dealing with in organizing their group projects.
Providing Learning Guidance. The instructor consistently reinforced the
guidance that students should expect to face communication issues within their groups.
Communication issues will occur and it’s about how quickly you recognize them and
deal with them that are important. By providing examples and asking students to do
likewise, the instructor was better able to assess student comprehension of the issues.
He used a group exercise to help determine if the students understood the concepts of
effective communication in groups.
Eliciting Performance or Application. Instructor used instructor/student
dialogue and the group exercise to have students demonstrate their understanding of the
issues in effective group communication.
Providing Feedback. The instructor consistently provided verbal feedback to
students on their comments and responses to his questions. Likewise, he provided
feedback to each group as they reported on the organization of their group projects.
Assessing Performance. Assessing performance related to the learning content
in this particular class would come at a later point in the semester when the students are
asked to assess the performance of their own groups in communicating effectively along
with the quality of their projects. It was not observed during this class session.
Enhancing Retention and Transfer. Likewise, opportunities for enhancing
retention and transfer of knowledge would be expected to occur as the student projects
mature during the remainder of the semester. This instructional event did not occur
within this class session.
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The content of this class session was not as self-contained as that in my first
observation resulting in not all nine instructional events occurring. As stated above, the
events of assessing performance and evidence of retention would most likely come from
the students self assessment of their group’s communication and their group
presentations at the end of the semester.
In using Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives as a framework for
observing interactions in this class, students moved through the first four levels, that is,
knowledge through application. The skills of synthesizing and evaluating were not
observed taking place.
Knowledge. The issues related to effective group communication were
presented by the instructor and discussed with the students.
Understanding. Instructor and students dialoged on how to identify these
communication issues when they arise. Examples were provided by both the instructor
and the students.
Application. Students applying what they had learned in the group exercise.
Analysis. Students analyzing their own group interactions and those of their
classmates in organizing their groups to do their projects.
Synthesis.

Students formulating a strategy for effective communication within

their group as part of their group projects.

This skill would be expected to occur in

subsequent classes as a result of what was learned today.
Evaluation. Asking students to appraise their own and other students success in
working in the group that puts together their final class projects.
expected to exhibit this skill at the end of the semester.
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Students would be

Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor
The post-observation interview with the instructor took place five days after the
observation. He thought the class had gone well:
It met all my goals and more in the degree of student interest, the
formation of their groups, the refinement of their topics, and
understanding their roles within the group. All of that I was pleased with.
I was pleased with the way the groups were operating internally and how
they were reporting progress. I think I came up a bit short in having them
really trying to apply some of the group communication material to their
own processes. I would like to see a bit more rigor especially in respect to
how they form expectations about participation. Other than that I think it
went well.
The instructor was satisfied with the review and discussion on how to make
groups effective and how to deal with the issues that arise in groups. He felt the group
reports provided the information he wanted, namely, a description of their project topic,
identification of the group leader (s), identification of their class liaison (s),
communication processes in their group, and issues that they were confronting.
The instructor did not have any specific goals for student-to-student interaction
but thought the format and the content of the class allowed that to happen:
I had the feeling that we were in a real discussion. Maybe I led it but there
was nothing artificial about it. We are in the part of the semester that this
is something that just happens. There is no awkwardness. I felt real good
coming out of that class.
In regard to barriers to interaction the instructor felt that the only thing was that
he forgot to tell the remote site students that they could use the phone to call him with
any questions during the group exercise when the microphones were muted. He had
several questions from the groups at the host site and assisted them during that time.
Remote site students were not given the same opportunity.
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The instructor stated that he did not see any differences in the quantity and/or
quality of his interactions with host versus remote site students. He felt that his several
visits to teach from the remote site had helped a lot in making the reality of multiple
sites pretty invisible. He commented “I think when we get to this point in the semester
the classroom rapport is established and it seems that we had good interaction in this
class session.”
In regard to changes he would have made to better facilitate interaction in this
class he said he could have been more directive in respect to some of the content and
would have imposed more structure on the group exercise.
In terms of the strategy that he used in this class to facilitate interaction he stated
that it was a continuation of the strategies that he has always deployed.

Student Surveys
There were eighteen students at the host site and six students at the remote site
for this class. All completed the survey. For host site students, average scores for the
fifteen Likert scale (1-5) questions were much higher (5), higher (6), slightly higher (3),
or essentially the same (1) than those in the previous class observed. Overall, remote
site students also scored this class more highly interactive than the first class observed.
Again, the remote site students reported slightly higher scores on personally
answering and asking questions, and a much higher average score regarding their
interaction with the instructor than that reported by the host site students.
Host site students had higher average scores in reporting the overall class level
of interaction between the instructor and students and between students. Remote site
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and host site students had similar scores on how the level of interaction made them feel
(4.3 to 4.4). Remote and host site students reported the percentage of time the instructor
and students interacted as 74% and 80% respectively. Both sites rated the value of the
question-answer portion of the class very highly (4.333) which is further supported by
the responses to the open-ended questions.
Question #1:

What worked best in regard to your interaction with the instructor and
other students?

Common responses:
• question and answer portion of the class
• working in groups
Host site:
• good climate and comfortable atmosphere for learning
• interesting topics
Remote site:
•

instructor teaching from both sites

Question #2:

What could be improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor
and other students?

Responses to this question were site specific with no common suggestions.
Host site:
• students to read material before class
• more structure on what to do
• a little more time in groups
• remote site set up earlier and be ready to go at the start of class
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• more calling on individuals to answer questions
Remote site:
• face-to-face meeting of sites so we know who we are talking to
• easier way to get the attention of the host site
Question #3:

What could be added to make this a better interactive learning
experience for you?

Again, there were no common suggestions from both sites.
Host site:
• more group activities
• more space
• better microphones
Remote site:
• at least one face-to-face meeting with host site students
• more chances to meet and interact with host site students

Results: Late Semester

Pre-Observation Interview with the Instructor
The instructor said that this class would involve students at the host site giving
final semester project presentations. He hoped that there would be significant student
feedback to the presenters. His stated strategy was “I let the students go first than I put
my two cents in. Actually, my comments are often follow-up to comments from the
students”. The topics for the two presentations for this class were: “Women’s Image in
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the Mass Media” and “Impact of Advertising in the Beverage Industry.” The instructor
expected that 80% of the class time would be taken up with the presentations and about
20% would be in follow up discussion. He stated that this particular class would be
different in that a significant amount of class time would be one way with the student
presentations. He expected there would be some lively discussion between and within
sites as a response to the presentations. He hoped the presentations would stimulate
feedback that would lead to student-student interaction. He expected students to be
listening and preparing comments and questions for the presenters.
There were no readings or assignments that students were expected to do to
prepare for this class. He said their job was to listen attentively to the presentations and
provide feedback. The instructor felt it would be difficult to get an even distribution of
student participation in this class due to its format. He related that in the last class that
the remote site students chose to come to the host site to do their presentation. This was
the first time that he had the situation that both sites got together physically during the
semester.

He stated: “this may speak to the strength or weakness of the video learning

environment.

On one hand the remote site students seemed to feel that a face-to-face

presentation would be much more beneficial for them. There may have been some
anxiety about the technology working right for this major course requirement.

On the

other hand, they felt excited about coming down and meeting with the host site students.
I think that may speak to the comfort level that the students at both sites had with each
other’’.

The instructor hoped that the developed rapport between students would

generate good feedback to the presentations. He thought this class would be less
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interactive due to the student presentations but expected the presentations to stimulate
some good interaction.

Third Classroom Observation.
This class was observed from a neutral location and not from either of the two
sites. The instructor informed students of the observation and that they again would be
asked to fill out the questionnaire at the end of class. This class consisted of two
student group presentations from the host site. The number and types of interactions
were very limited due to the presentation format of the class.
The first presentation was on the “Impact of Advertising in the Beverage
Industry”. Four students composed this group. They looked at four products: Pepsi,
Coke, Skyy Blue, and Corona to assess the communication techniques (verbal and non¬
verbal) used by the vendors in their advertisements to sell their products. Each student
took responsibility for researching and presenting on one of the products.
They presented a short video of interviews with several students on their campus
in which they asked them which product they liked, if they liked their commercials, and
if the commercial had any impact on their selection of the product.
Next, each of the students gave a brief presentation on one of the products
giving a history of the product, their target audience, videos or PowerPoint slides of
recent commercials, and company profits/revenues.
The first student presenter asked the class at the host site which commercial they
liked the best. They forgot to include the remote site students until prompted by the
instructor. There was much discussion on the different ads and their appeal.
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The student presenter for the next product immediately involved the class by
asking “Have you guys seen this commercial?” This resulted in immediate dialogue
with host site students. Again, the remote site students were overlooked by the student
presenter.
The other two presenters did not involve the class in their presentations by
asking them questions or soliciting their feedback. Due to time constraints, the
instructor had to let the group presenters know that their time was up. The instructor
first asked if there were questions or comments from the remote site before asking host
site students for theirs. There were only a few questions or comments made by
students. Next the instructor asked the class “What did you see as strong points of this
presentation.” Host site students responded:
•

“comprehensive coverage of the topic”

•

“presenters had a lot of facts in their presentations to substantiate their opinions”

•

“the analysis of the marketing objectives - everything has a reason”

Remote site students responded:
•

“presentation was multi-media”

•

“your slides were easy to read, being mindful of your audience”

There was good dialog between presenters, both host and remote site students, and the
instructor.
The second presentation involved three students. Their topic was “Women’s
Image in the Mass Media.” The first presenter introduced the topic by showing slides
of three advertisements. He then asked the class “What are these commercials selling?
The presenter interacted with feedback from the host site students to come up with:
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lipstick, perfume, and lingerie. He then threw artifacts (lipstick, perfume, and
underwear) into the host site audience to get them engaged.
Then he came quickly back with his conclusion of what is being sold here is
what the image of a beautiful woman looks like. He mentions and shows the many non¬
verbals in the commercials.
The next presenter showed several PowerPoint slides of TV ads that depict the
ideal woman as being thin. She showed that over the last five decades that this image
has changed dramatically. This presenter also engaged students at the local site by
asking questions and soliciting feedback from the students.
At this point the class had run out of time. The instructor asked the presenters to
pick up from there in the next class and went over the agenda for the next group
presentations.
Total interactions tallied for this class in each category were as listed in Table 3.

Table 3. Types of Interaction - Third Observation
Social

04

Procedural

08

Expository

04

Explanatory

02

Cognitive

01

TOTAL

19
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In this class, most of the social interactions centered around the student
presenters establishing rapport with their audience by asking them questions (Which
Pepsi ad do you like the best? What do you think they are selling here? Who are they
marketing to in this ad?).
As in the previous classes, the procedural interactions occurred at the beginning
and end of the class as the instructor laid out the agenda for that day’s class and their
next class. This included guidelines on how questions and comments would be
addressed to the student presenters when they completed their presentations.
Some expository interactions took place during the student presentations when
the presenters asked the class to comment on the non-verbal and verbal communication
taking place in the ads that they were showing in their videos or slides. Unfortunately,
the student presenters seem to forget about the remote site students when they directed
questions to the class. The instructor also provided his own feedback to the presenters
both on their project content as well as the functioning of their groups.
There were very few interactions that could be categorized as explanatory or
cognitive due to the format of this class being centered on group presentations.
In regard to the occurrence of the nine instructional events, there was a shift in
responsibility for interaction from the instructor to the student presenters for the
majority of the class.
Gaining Attention. In this class, it was the student presenters who had the
responsibility for gaining and maintaining student attention. In both presentations, the
project groups were observed implementing a strategy to direct questions to their
classmates. The second presentation began with a question being directed to the class.
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They were very successful in engaging them. Their use of video and well-designed
PowerPoint slides kept the students focused on the presentations. Also, their choice of
subject matter (“Impact of Advertising in the Beverage Industry” and “Women’s Image
in the Media”) kept everyone’s interest.
Communicating Lesson Objectives. Again, the instructor began and ended the
class by stating his objectives and setting the agenda for the next class. The student
presenters also did a good job in immediately telling their audience their topic, how
they had organized their presentation, and who was going to do what. This in itself was
a strong indication that these two groups had understood and could implement effective
communication techniques.
Stimulating Recall of Prerequisite Learning. For these students, their
presentations were the culmination of what they had learned and a demonstration of it.
There certainly was evidence in their presentations that the content of the two previous
observed classes (non-verbal communication, communication in groups and teams) was
understood, could be applied, and evaluated.
Presenting Concepts and Rules to be Learned. With this class format, it was the
student presenters who were the ones that were in the spotlight to present their
understanding of the concepts and demonstrate it through the effectiveness of their
groups. Both presentations incorporated the content from the previous classes
observed.
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Providing Learning Guidance. Generally not applicable in this class although
the instructor established the guidelines for the presentations and student feedback.
Eliciting Performance or Application. The student presentations clearly
demonstrated what these students had learned as well as having them as active
participants in the learning process.

Student presenters had mastered the objectives of

the course and knew how to apply their understanding.
Providing Feedback. The instructor’s role in this class was more to listen and
provide feedback at the end of each presentation. These interactions were limited due
to time constraints related to getting both presentations completed.
Assessing Performance. The group projects and presentations were clearly
focused on the learning objectives of the course. Involving students in peer reviews
was very effective in assessing performance.
Enhancing Retention and Transfer. The group projects required students to
review materials from previous classes and incorporate their learning into their
presentations. Based on content that was presented in the earlier classes observed, this
did occur. This was very similar to the instructor using a role-playing exercise and a
group exercise in the previous classes observed in order to enhance retention and
transfer of knowledge.
The student presentation format of this class seemed to be designed to assess
performance and allow for peer review. That, in itself, limited the amount of interaction
in order to provide presenters sufficient time to demonstrate their understanding and
application of what was learned during the semester.

This will most likely skew the

results of the student surveys for this class in comparison with the first two.
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In regard to Bloom’s Taxonomy, the educational objective in this class was for
the student presenters to show how they applied, synthesized and evaluated the
knowledge and understanding of the concepts they had learned over the semester. The
other students would be able to demonstrate the higher-order thinking skills of
analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating as peer reviewers of the project presentations.
In this specific class the instructor was not presenting any new information for
students to know and understand. Specific students (the presenters) were expected to
have applied their new knowledge and understanding from previous lessons to their
projects. The project topics allowed the students to demonstrate their understanding of
how the advertising industry uses its non-verbal and verbal communication skills to
market their products.

The organization of their projects and assignment of roles was

evidence of effective communication among members of the group.
Time constraints were a major issue that may not have allowed for more
student-to-student interaction in terms of feedback and comments on the presentations.
Also instructor feedback was limited in order to get both presentations into the time
allotted.
The student presenters were very effective in demonstrating their grasp of the
communication strategies use by the advertising industry. They were able to identify
the strategies, analyze the objectives of the communication, and assess the impact on
the public. The effectiveness of the communication within the group, while working on
the project, was not discussed. As noted, there were not many questions or comments
from the students and instructor on these aspects of the presentation. Interactions in this
class were quite limited.
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Post-Observation Interview with the Instructor
The instructor felt the presentations had gone very well. He stated that the
biggest issue was the time constraints. He had to ask the presenters to fit their
presentations into a smaller time slot. He said that the student feedback was not what
he had hoped: “I had to drag some of the remote site students into the discussion. I also
had to remind the student presenters to include the remote students”.
The instructor noted that there was a two-page handout that was distributed at
the host site that the presenters forgot to make available to the remote site students. The
instructor did not expect a lot of interaction in this class due to the fact that most of the
time would be taken up with the student presentations. He was more concerned with
the quality of the presentations and if the student presenters had grasped the
communication concepts and would be able to demonstrate what they had learned.
He reiterated that the presentation format for this class did not allow the
opportunity for a lot of interaction between himself and the students other than the
feedback that he provided at the end of each presentation. He felt that the most
important thing was for his students to listen attentively to the presentations and provide
feedback. He felt that happened even though there were major constraints with time.
He felt that one of the barriers to interaction in this class was that the presenters
are so concerned with trying to get their information across that they don’t focus on
scanning the room or looking at the monitor to include remote site students. He thought
that the remote site may not have been as engaged because they had completed their
presentations in the previous week’s class. He was pleased that there was good
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attendance at the remote site. The only thing he said he would have changed to help
facilitate interaction was to have managed the time better.
He thought that the lesson learned for him was to have student presenters better
engage the audience with presentation techniques that include them (e g. How many of
you have seen these advertisements... ?). He thought there was some of this but more
would help to increase interaction.
In addition to the post-observation interview questions, five additional questions
were asked of the instructor during the last interview:
1. ) Are there differences in face-to-face instruction and two-way video in regard
to interactive instructional techniques?
2. ) How do we best prepare faculty to facilitate interaction in this environment?
3. ) What do you think are the critical elements in a training program for
interactive video instruction?
4. ) How can we best prepare students to interact in this environment?
5. ) How can institutions best support interaction in these environments?
In response to the first question the instructor stated that for this course he would
use the same interactive instructional techniques whether it was a F2F instructional
environment or a two-way video environment.

“I would teach it exactly the same way.

The biggest adjustment is in planning - what to do if the technology does not work.
Other than that I see no adjustments in teaching techniques”.
In regard to training, he felt faculty should have some practice in this teaching
environment up front. They should have some real time in front of the camera and get
to a certain comfort level with the environment before being thrown into it. He
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emphasized that the instructor must be a very good classroom manager or a scintillating
lecturer or both. He said the emphasis must be on pedagogical issues not technology.
He said he was a great believer in minimizing the instructor’s role as an expert.
He himself had no campus training in the interactive video environment. He had
some experience in using videoconferencing for administrative meetings. He stated that
the institution was not prepared to train faculty in the use of the interactive video
environment at that time. It took two to three years of teaching in this environment to
figure out how best to position cameras, microphones, and to integrate white boards, the
computer, PowerPoint presentations, the World-Wide-Web, etc.
He stated that:
You need to learn how to manage the classroom while using the new
technology. You need to use it productively not just try to reproduce what
you were already doing in your traditional F2F classes. But technology is
the least important aspect to this. The most important is how you manage
the classroom and good pedagogy. Teaching techniques that are learnercentered are very important. I think teaching in the two-way interactive
video environment has made instructors better teachers in their F2F
classes.
He identified the most critical element in a training program for interactive
video instruction to be learning how to manage the classroom so you take full advantage
of the technology. He said the focus should be more on pedagogy than on technology.
He said “I don’t think you can push faculty into it. Those who are interested and
motivated should be encouraged and supported by the institution to pursue it”.
As far as preparing students to interact in this learning environment he said that
campuses first needed to do a better job in their catalogues in letting students know that
a course is a distance education class being taught using videoconferencing. He
stressed the importance of a handbook being given out to students at the first class that
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explains the environment and how to appropriately interact within it. The handbook
should cover the classroom decor and behavior that is expected in this environment.
Students need to be made aware that they are being seen on camera and heard over the
microphones as much or more than a F2F environment. To emphasize this, he acted out
a student coming in late and slamming his books on the desk He stated:
Sometimes students forget what this looks like in a videoconferencing
environment. Students must be reminded of this during the semester. In a
nice way not a scolding type way. Also, I must constantly model the right
behavior myself. I’m embarrassed when host site students point out to me
that I did not see a remote site student trying to comment or ask a
question. I must constantly observe the monitor to make sure I’m
including all the students at both sites.
Lastly he stated that he likes to invite students to help him in the management and
production of the interactive video experience and that students should be made aware
that things will go wrong.
In regard to how institutions can best support interaction in these environments
he had the following suggestions:
1. ) Common calendars. “This comes up every semester. We usually loose a
couple of classes”.
2. ) Common course scheduling blocks. “Campuses that are collaborating in
delivering these distance education courses should have the same class start
and finish times”.
3 .) Sharing the FTE. “My department does not get credit for the remote site
students in terms of course load, tuition money, etc.. I think that needs to be
looked at. Formulas for sharing the resources and the risks. Also a way of
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rewarding departments and faculty for the extra effort required in developing
these courses”.
4. ) Minimal standards set for distance learning classrooms (e,g. hardware,
software, fax machine, etc ). “There should be clear standards for getting a
class approved for using this teaching environment.
5. ) Technical support in the classroom is absolutely necessary. “I have been
very fortunate to have excellent tech support at both sites since I started
teaching in this environment”.

Student Surveys
There were eighteen students at the host site and five students at the remote site
for this class. All completed the survey. In eleven of the fifteen questions host site
students reported higher scores on interaction than remote site students.
Remote site students reported lower average scores on all fifteen questions
compared to the previous two class surveys. Host site students had a much higher
average score in reporting the level of interaction between students (4.2 to3.6). Host
site students had a much higher average score than remote site students on how the level
of interaction made them feel (4.06 to 3.4). Host site students rated the value of the
question-answer portion and the student-sharing portion of the lesson much higher than
the remote site students (3.8 to 3.2 and 4.2 to 3.4).
The results on the fifteen Likert scale questions were likely due to both student
presentations being given at the host site.
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Question #1:

What worked best in regard to your interaction with the instructor and
other students?

Common responses:
• student presentations
• question and answer portion after the presentation
Host site:
• the relaxed environment for the group presentations
Remote site:
• the cameras
Question #2:

What could be improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor
and other students?

Host site:
• more participation by students
• better sound quality for involving students at the remote site
• more time for questions and answers
Remote site:
• buzzers to get attention of the host site
• it was hard to hear sometimes, this needs improvement
Question #3:

What could be added to make this a better interactive learning
experience for you?

Host site:
• equipment that would make the sound better
• more question and answer time
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Remote site:

*

• resolve the technical bugs

Discussion

Interviews with the Instructor
To begin this discussion it is important to note that this instructor, being in the
field of communications, had a high degree of knowledge and experience in group
processes and facilitation skills that contributed greatly to the interaction in this course.
This level of instructor expertise and experience would not be expected in most distance
learning classrooms.
The pre-observation interviews with the instructor provided detailed information
on the strategies the instructor intended to use to facilitate interaction between himself
and his students as well as between students.
Unlike the findings of Gehlauf, Shatz, and Frye (1995) that found that faculty
relied on the lecture as the most frequently used instructional method in this video
environment, this instructor depended very little on the lecture and used a number of the
strategies that Ostendorf (1994) described for creating a very interactive teaching and
learning environment. These included, the role-playing exercise used in the first class
observed, the group brainstorming and reporting out exercise in the second observation,
and the student presentations in the last class observed.
In the first two classes, the instructor planned a short lecture/class discussion
period followed by a group exercise to help produce a highly interactive class. In
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addition, he hoped the subject matter would create interest and a connection with
students so they could provide examples and relate their own experiences in
demonstrating their grasp of the material.
In the pre-observation interviews the instructor also showed awareness of the
issues that could impede interaction (e g. audio, timely recognition of students trying to
participate in the discussion) and had strategies to address them. His stated objective
was to get as many students as possible interacting with him and their fellow students.
In all three pre-observation interviews the instructor emphasized student-centered
activities and strategies versus instructor-centered
The instructor knew the student presentations would not be as interactive but
was depending on the student rapport that had developed between students during the
semester to generate good feedback to the presenters. In addition he had his own set of
questions that he planned to ask after each presentation to help stimulate interaction
between him and the presenters as well as between students.
In the post-observation interview the instructor conveyed overall satisfaction
with creating interactive learning environments for these three classes. He was pleased
with the role-playing exercise in the first class, the group brainstorming and reporting
out in the second class, and the quality of the student presentations in the last class.
His disappointments centered on:
•

the quantity and quality of the interaction between sites

•

himself not picking up on opportunities to include remote site students

•

not always keeping the interactions focused on the instructional objectives
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•

not providing remote site students with the same opportunities that host site
students had to confer with him during the group exercises while the
microphones were muted

•

poor time management with the student presentations

•

student presenters not fully engaging their student audience at both the host
and remote sites

•

the audio issues particularly confronted in the first class and how they may
have impacted interaction

The instructor’s responses to the additional questions at the end of the semester
emphasized the following points:
•

interactive instructional techniques are just as effective in both the traditional
and the two-way video environments.

•

you must have a back up plan if there are technical issues

•

faculty should be provided pedagogical and technical training for teaching in
this environment

•

there should be an orientation handbook to help prepare students for learning
in this environment

•

institutions need to address the issues of common calendars; common course
scheduling blocks; sharing resources (FTE) and risks; setting standards; and
providing technical support.

Many of these points were similar to the recommendations coming out of the research
studies discussed in Chapter 2.
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On-Site Observations and Videotape Analysis
To begin, even though every attempt was made to make the observations as
minimal an intrusion on the classes as possible, it must be considered that the presence
of an observer may have impacted both instructor and student behaviors. This is related
to the “Hawthorne Effect”, which speculates that if participants know they are a part of
an experiment it can lead to improved efforts of the people involved and create a
distortion of research results caused by the response of subjects to the special attention
they receive from researchers. Unfortunately, trying to assess or measure the difference
that the presence of an observer makes would be very difficult and beyond the scope of
this research.
One other notable factor was that the subject matter of the course being
observed was closely related to that which was being investigated in this research.
Students in a communications course may have had a greater awareness of how
interactivity with their instructor and fellow students support the learning process, than
say, students in a biology or mathematics course. There is the possibility that results
could have been skewed due to this greater awareness. Again, it would be very difficult
to assess this other than conducting parallel research with other subject matter courses.
Below is a tally (Table 2) of the number and percentage of interactions observed in each
class session by category:
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Table 4. Number and Percentage of Interactions Observed in Each Class by Category

Social

Procedural

Expository

Explanatory

Cognitive

TOTAL

Class #1

Class #2

Class #3

TOTAL

8

6

4

18

(16%)

(13%)

(21%)

14

19

8

(27%)

(40%)

(42%)

16

12

4

(31%)

(26%)

(21%)

11

6

2

(22%)

(13%)

(n%)

2

4

1

(4%)

(8%)

(5%)

51

47

19

(100%)

(100%)

(100%)

41

32

19

7

117

Looking at the total number of interactions observed over the three class sessions,
procedural interactions were the most numerous with social and procedural accounting
for slightly more than half of all the interactions observed. This would be consistent
with the findings of Oliver and McLoughlin (1996) that “the interactive elements were
used more to create a supportive and stimulating environment than for instructional
support.”
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The percentages indicate that the interactive features of this video environment
were being used more for providing information and relatively short exchanges and not
for assisting students in developing their higher level cognitive skills.
As discussed earlier, the third class was somewhat of an aberration from a
normal class session given that the interactive elements depended more on the student
presenters than the instructor. In addition, the planned feedback and questions from the
instructor and students to the presenters was limited due to time constraints. In
examining the numbers from the first two classes, the number of expository and
explanatory interactions did indicate that the instructional design for these classes did
achieve a good level of interaction related to the learning objectives.

Specifically, the

expository and explanatory interactions were a direct result of the instructor maintaining
a continuous dialogue with the students and providing opportunities for direct studentto-student discussions. This would support Munroe’s (1998) model that “educatorlearner interaction is the key to effective teaching and learning”.
During the classroom observations the instructor was seen using several
strategies to develop rapport between himself and the students as well as between
students. These included:
•

always addressing students by first names

•

using humor to gain and maintain student attention

•

establishing a very non-intimidating environment by using positive feedback
and asking students questions that solicited comments and opinions rather than
knowledge

82

•

providing clear instructions on how students were expected to participate in the
interactive activities

•

facilitating group exercises that encouraged student dialogue both within and
between sites

Relating the observed interactions to Gagne, Briggs, and Wager’s nine instructional
events confirmed that these events are quite comprehensive since almost all observed
interactions could be aligned closely with them. Also, in using Bloom’s hierarchy of
cognitive skills to examine the level of learning being achieved in this video
environment, the instructor was observed guiding his students through the cognitive
processes of knowing something to applying it and being able to evaluate it. In order to
use Bloom’s taxonomy more effectively for analysis it would be necessary to observe
several more classes, if not all, during the semester.

Observing only three classes at

different points in time did not provide an opportunity to see how students may be able
to develop their cognitive skills related to the subject matter over the entire semester.

Student Surveys
Again, it is important to point out that students in a communications course may
have had a greater awareness of the impact of interaction on the learning process from
there study of the content of this course. This may have impacted their behavior in the
group exercises, overall communication in the class, and their responses to the survey.
As with the observation data, the student survey data revealed that the student
presentation format of the third class did not provide as good of an interactive
environment as the first two classes. Average scores on both personal and overall
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interaction with the instructor and other students were much lower than those reported
in the previous two classes.
As reported above in the results section of this chapter, in the first two surveys,
remote site students reported that they answered questions, volunteered opinions, asked
questions, and participated in overall class activities more often than that reported by
the host site students. They reported higher scores on the level of interaction they had
with the instructor and their classmates as well as on how well the instructor motivated
interaction with them. These finding would indicate that remote site students felt as
fully engaged with the instructor and their classmates, if not more so, than the host site
students. This may be the due to the small class size at the remote site resulting in these
students being called on by the instructor more often to participate. On the questions
related to general overall interaction in the classes, on the average, remote site students
reported lower scores than host site students. Both sites reported high levels of
interaction occurring in these two classes (4.0 - 4.44) and the percentage of time the
instructor and students interacted (75%).
Overall, host site students reported higher average scores than remote site
students on interaction on the third class survey. This could be expected given that the
student presentations were both given at the host site allowing for more face-to-face
interaction between the presenters and the host site students.
On the open-ended questions students at both sites reported that what worked
best for them was the supportive and non-intimidating learning environment. In
addition they cited the group work, role-playing, question and answer (Q&A) portion of
the class, instructor teaching from both sites, and having interesting topics as making

84

the class more interactive. Recommendations for improvements included better
microphones and having some face-to face time with students from the other site in
order to develop better rapport for working together over the videoconferencing
connection.

Summary
Overall, the instructor interviews, the classroom observations, and the student
surveys support that a high level of interaction was achieved in these classes.
Conclusions and recommendations based on these results will be presented in Chapter
5.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
The motivating question for this research was: Can the two way interactive
video distance education environment support the full engagement of students and
instructors in a dialogical approach that leads to improvement in learning and
instructional objectives being met?
The major conclusion is that this can be accomplished but not without the
instructor’s thorough preparation for each class, his skill in managing the multi-site
environment, and each student’s involvement in the learner centered activities.
The course syllabus and the pre-observation interviews showed that this
instructor had well thought-out plans for facilitating interaction between himself and his
students as well as among the students themselves. In the three classes observed, in
addition to requiring students to communicate with him, the instructor provided
instructional activities that required students to work together cooperatively in groups
and share results and feedback with other groups at both sites.
It also became clear from the interviews with the instructor, that his many years
teaching in a traditional environment along with almost five years experience in this
video environment, that he had the expertise and skills to manage the complexities of
integrating teaching and learning across multiple classroom sites. This instructor’s
effectiveness in deploying multiple interactive strategies would not be expected to be
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the norm in similar environments without institutions providing extensive pedagogical
and technology training for their faculty.
With regard to the student’s involvement, the instructor was consistently able to
draw students from both sites into group discussions by asking questions, soliciting
comments and opinions, and requiring students to participate in group exercises.
Particularly, the instructor was able to keep remote site students well engaged by using
the technology to maintain eye contact and addressing them by first name.

Research Questions
RQ#1 - What instructional techniques are most effective in facilitating
interaction in the two-way video environment? Based on the results of this study
(discussed in Chapter 4) the instructional techniques supported by the technology that
were demonstrated to be effective were:
•

Q&A/Group discussion - class observations #s 1, 2, and 3

•

Role playing - class observation # 1

•

Brainstorming - class observation # 2

•

Group Reporting - class observation # 2

•

Student Presentations - class observation # 3
Although not demonstrated in the three classes that were observed, it would be

reasonable to assume from other readings and the related research (Office of
Instructional Development, University of Maryland University College (1998), p.35-36;
Roblyer and Wiencke (2003) p. 87) that this environment would be able to support
other interactive instructional techniques such as:

87

•

Guest presenters/experts

•

Case studies

•

Interviews

•

Debates
RQ#2 What are the barriers to interaction in this learning environment?

Technical problems can be a major impediment to interaction in this video distance
learning environment. In this research, audio issues were encountered that disrupted the
flow of interaction between sites. There was a considerable level of frustration
exhibited on the part of host site students that could not be heard and remote site
students that could not hear what was being said. This did impact the enthusiasm for
discussion and may have affected the willingness of others to participate. The instructor
also voiced his opinion that this was an issue. Fortunately these issues were primarily
encountered in the first observation and were not as much of an issue in the next two.
There were no video problems encountered.
Not being able to see all the students at the host site was cited as a barrier to
interaction for remote site students. Remote site students made numerous comments
about this on the surveys and recommended that there be at least one opportunity for
students from both sites to meet face-to-face in order to establish rapport. They
suggested this should be done early in the semester in order to help facilitate greater
interaction between sites over the video network as early as possible.
The research supports this recommendation with Hom(1994) stressing the need
for some face-to-face interactions to build rapport among participants and, if this is not
practical to implement, Wolcott (1996) suggests other strategies such as introductions at
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the beginning of the course, an exchange of brief bios, sharing photos or other personal
information, etc..
The instructor cited three issues that instructors need to be aware of that could
be barriers to interaction, namely:
• Presenting/lecturing too long and not allowing for interaction
• Not watching the monitor carefully enough to see opportunities to bring remote
site students into the discussion
• Remembering to be available to remote site students when the class is assigned
to work in groups
RQ#3 Is there a difference in the perceptions of the students, those of the
instructor, and the observations of the researcher in regard to the quantity and quality of
interaction? The perceptions of the students, the instructor, and the researcher were
essentially the same in regard to the quantity and quality of interaction occurring in the
three classes. For all three classes, students perceived the percentage of time the
instructor and students interacted was between 50% and 75%. This fits well with the
recommendation that instructors limit their presentation/lecture portion of a class to no
more than 50% and preferably 30% in order to allow more learner centered activities.
Student survey questions numbers 5 and 6 related to the individual students’
own experience with interacting with the instructor and their classmates respectively.
On these two questions, remote site students perceived they had a much higher level of
interaction with the instructor than host site students in the first two observed classes.
In the third class, the student presentations at the host site, remote site students reported
much lower levels of interaction with their classmates. This would indicate that the
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instructor was very effective in keeping the remote site students engaged in the first two
classes and that remote students did not feel connected with the student presentations
being giving at the host site.
On the overall level of interaction perceived (question number 8), remote and
host site students reported similar average scores for all three classes (4 and 4, 4.17 and
4.44, 3.4 and 3.67).
In regard to the value of the interactions, host site students consistently reported
higher ratings for the value of the question-answer and student sharing portions of the
classes. This may indicate that host site students were more engaged in these activities
than remotes site students due to the on-site presence of the instructor.
The post-observation interviews with the instructor and the onsite
observations/video tape analysis of the researcher in regard to the quantity and quality
of interaction were consistent with the perceptions of the students.
The instructor perceived that the learner-centered activities in all three classes
had gone well but felt these could have been more interactive across sites. He felt that
he may have needed to been more assertive at times, provided more structure for the
group exercises, and that the audio problems did indeed impact interaction across sites.
The researcher’s perception with regard to the quantity of interaction was the
same as that perceived by the students and the instructor, that is, above average. In
regard to the quality of the interactions, the researcher observed that interactions were
closely aligned with the nine instructional events that support the internal processes of
learning. In regard to the development of higher-order thinking skills related to students
moving through the levels of acquiring knowledge to evaluation, there were only a few
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instances in which this complexity of behavior was observed. As stated in the
discussion section of Chapter 4, in order to properly assess the development of
cognitive skills as course outcomes, you would need to observe more than three classes.
RQ#4 Is there a difference between the perception of remote and host site
students in regard to student-instructor and student-student interaction? There was a
difference between the perception of remote site students and host site students in
regard to their personal interaction with the instructor in the first two class surveys
(question number 5). Remote site students reported average scores of 3.75 and 4.33
versus 3.12 and 3.56 for host site students. This may be attributed to the instructor
engaging both sites equally, but given the small student numbers at the remote site,
these students being individually engaged more with the instructor.
In regard to perceptions of their own involvement in student-student interaction
(question number 6), remote site students again reported higher average scores (4.5 and
4.5) than host site students (3.82 and 4.28) for the first two classes. This changed
significantly for the third class in which host sites students average score for studentstudent interaction was 3.94 versus 3.2 for remote site students. This could be explained
by the format of the third class being student presentations only at the host site with
most of the student-student interaction occuring locally. Ideally, if there were a similar
number of students enrolled at multiple sites, it would be recommended to have
presentations from each site during the class.
The perceptions of remote and host site students of the level of instructorstudent interaction (question number 9) were essentially the same for all three classes
(4.25 to 4.24, 4.17 to 4.39, and 3.4 to 3.56).
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The perceptions of remote and host site students of the level of student-student
interaction (question number 10) did differ considerably for the second and third
classes, with host site students reporting average scores of 4.44 and 4.17 compared to
3.83 and 3.6 for remote site students. This could be attributable to the brainstorming and
group exercise in the second class being more site focused and again the student
presentations emanating from the host site in the third class.
Overall, the important finding here is the instructor’s success in engaging the
remote site students.
RQ#5 Is there a difference between the perception of remote and host site
students in regard to interaction from the early to middle to late semester lessons?
Overall, average scores on interaction increased for both host site and remote site
students between the first class and second class. This would confirm the instructor’s
opinion that by that time in the semester (mid-November), rapport between him and
between students is well established resulting in higher levels of interaction.
As would have been expected, due to the student presentation format for the
third class, average scores for interaction reported by both remote and host site students
were lower than those reported for both of the previous classes. There was a small
difference on some questions between host and remote site students that indicated that
host site students were slightly more engaged in interaction than remote site students in
the third class. Again, this would be understandable given that student presentations
were both at the host site.
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RQ#6 What should be changed in this environment to help foster interaction?
The major student suggestions were to improve the audio and provide an opportunity
for a face-to face gathering of students from all sites at the beginning of the semester.
The technical issues with the audio from the host site did disrupt the class and
impede interaction. From the observations, student surveys, and the interviews with the
instructor, this technical issue would need a permanent solution.
In addition to the instructor teaching from the remote site several times during
the semester, the remote site student surveys strongly suggested that students from both
sites should have at least one face-to-face meeting during the semester. This suggestion
was not voiced as strongly by the host site students or the instructor. It was felt that this
introduction and face-to-face contact with students from the other site would go a long
way in facilitating follow up interactions with each other in the video environment. The
students recommended that this take place early in the semester in order to establish
rapport between students as soon as possible. In this specific environment this
suggestion could be acted on since the sites were only forty miles apart. In most
distance learning environments this would be prohibitive due to much greater distances
and expenses involved in initially getting students from all sites together.
The instructor’s recommendations for changes included training being provided
for instructors, specifically for this environment, in the areas of class site management,
pedagogy, and the technology. He also stressed that students need to be better prepared
to work in this environment from just knowing that they have enrolled in a distance
education course to being provided a handbook on decor and a short orientation
program to help them understand how the technology will be utilized. Lastly, he
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stressed that administrative backing was needed to support having common calendars,
common course scheduling blocks, the sharing of instructor resources, clear standards
established for distance learning classrooms, and adequate technical support for the
environment.

Other Ancillary Findings
•

In this specific video environment the instructor had the majority of the
responsibility for facilitating interaction with the exception of the students
presentations. He consistently requested comments, input, asked questions of
students at both locations, and facilitated the group exercises. For the most part
the instructor controlled and managed interaction and communication between
sites.

•

The biggest challenge appears to be consistently facilitating learner-learner
interaction between remote and host students in this distance education
environment. Students felt they did not get to know students at the other site
enough to make interacting with them over the video connection comfortable.

•

Lack of a full visual image of all students at the host site reduced opportunities
to interact and communicate - “Out of site out of mind”.

Some students at the

host site were not always seen but also not often heard. Inability to see the
entire class at host site hindered interactions with students at that site. The
suggestions for additional cameras or room rearrangement were made.
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•

Student presentations stimulated most discussion from students at the same site.
There was general agreement that it was difficult to remain focused on
presentations given at the other site.

•

Remote site students felt they weren’t able to develop a relationship with
students at the other site due to the lack of any personal contact (e g. talking
during break, sharing ideas in a small group discussion, etc ).

•

Pre-class assignments were identified as a good way to prepare students to share
ideas and help communication in this environment.

•

The instructor should have students rotate presenting the views coming out of
small group discussions thus giving everyone the opportunity to be seen and
heard more than just through the student presentations.

•

The document camera is a powerful learning tool in this environment. It was
used to record student ideas for discussion similar to a blackboard in a
traditional classroom. It also helped focus attention on content and lessen
continuous attention on the presenter. Documents were prepared with the right
font and size so they were easy to read.

•

The format of the classes was a major factor on the quantity and quality of both
learner-instructor and leamer-to-leamer interaction and communication.
Different formats included: role-playing, brainstorming, group exercises, class
discussions, and student presentations.

•

The presence of technical coordinators had a big influence on the success in
facilitating interaction and communication between sites.
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•

For the most part the students were assertive, confident, and outgoing in the
classes that were observed, although a short orientation program at the
beginning of the semester could provide a good return on investment for
achieving higher levels of interaction.

•

The professor overcame the sense of distance by generating a feeling of group
rapport. He did this by using students’ names and asking for personal
experiences and opinions during class. The professor consistently facilitated a
high level of interaction by posing questions, problem-solving activities, and
group discussions. He was also effective in presenting information in such a
way that it was easily understood and remembered. The instructor was effective
in keeping the discussions on-track and making sure students got involved. The
instructor used a natural style of delivery; spoke slowly; and enunciated clearly.
He made frequent attempts to draw students into discussions. He always gave
positive feedback statements.

Recommendations
Based on the results of this study, similar research could be conducted into this
same two-way video environment by changing one or more of the following:
•

Class size

•

Number of sites

•

Experience/personality of the instructor

•

Experience of the students

•

Course content
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•

The impact of the researcher’s presence

These additional replication or experimental studies could reveal differences from the
findings above.
Suggestions for related research would be to investigate the interactivity
supported by other distance learning environments, such as the on-line environment and
hybrid environments that use a combination of video, online, and face-to-face meetings.
Other questions that have arisen during this research that may need additional
investigation include:
•

Does the two-way video environment have greater capabilities than other
technologies( e g. television broadcasts, satellite technology, audioconferencing,
computer-based multimedia) to increase the interactive qualities of a course?

•

Can it go beyond replicating face-to-face methods and generate interaction in
new ways that take full advantage of the technology being utilized?
There is substantial amount of research being conducted and reported on in the

field of distance education. The American Center for the Study of Distance Education
(ACSDE) at Penn State University provides an excellent web site for keeping up with
information about distance education in all forms. In addition, ACSDE
(http://www.ed.psu.edu/acsde/) provides access to a moderated listserve (DEOS-L) that
facilitates discussion of current issues in distance education as well as an electronic
journal (DEOSNEWS) published monthly to promote distance education scholarship,
research, and practice. Other excellent online sites include:
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•

The Canadian Association for Distance Education - provides online access
to the Journal of Distance Education, (http://www.cade-aced.ca/)

•

World Bank Global Distance EDUCATIONET - provides current and
accurate information about distance education and training from around the
world, (http://wbweb4.worldbank.org/disted/)

Finally, a rubric, recently developed by M.D. Roblyer of the Graduate School of
Management and Technology University of Maryland University College and W. R.
Wiencke of the College of Education at the State University of West Georgia (2003),
assesses interactive qualities in distance learning classes (see Appendix A).
The developers validated this rubric by involving forty-two distance learning
instructors and then initiated a subsequent review by twelve additional distance learning
instructors that yielded much discussion but no additional substantive recommendations
for changes.
This rubric (discussed in Chapter 2) was developed for online courses but with
minor modifications, it would be an excellent tool in identifying and assessing
observable indictors of interaction in the two-way interactive video environment. The
minor changes would involve establishing criteria for evaluating evidence of learner
and instructor engagement in the two-way video environment. This may be very useful
to students, instructors, and administrators as a tool for a more meaningful examination
of interaction and/or as a post-course evaluation of a video instructional environment.
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Summary
In summary, this study found that the two-way video environment was able to
support synchronous forms of interactivity for teacher-student interaction as well as
learner-learner interaction. It recommends that additional research be conducted on
how best to support interactivity in the two-way video environment as well as other
distance learning environments, such as, the on-line environment and hybrid
environments that use a combination of video, online, and face-to-face meetings.
The consistent message from the literature as well as from this study was that it
is not about the technology but rather the pedagogy and good classroom management
skills. The technology is the avenue for providing more educational opportunity to
more people than ever before. Good pedagogy and classroom management is what
assures the quality of the teaching and learning.
Attention needs to be paid to the training of instructors and development of
curriculum that have the right mixture of interactive elements and course structures that
produce a quality distance education experience.
Finally, there is a need to develop good assessment and evaluation tools, similar
to the Roblyer and Wiencke rubric discussed earlier, which can inform educators about
effectiveness in achieving instructional goals in these new learning environments.
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APPENDIX A
RUBRIC FOR ASSESSING INTERACTIVE QUALITIES IN DISTANCE COURSES
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From: Roblyer, M. 0. & Wiencke, W. R. (2003) Design and Use of a Rubric to Assess and Encourage Interactive Qualities in Distance Courses.

Table 1. Rubric for Assessing Interactive Qualities in Distance Courses
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APPENDIX B
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION NOTES
AND
VIDEOTAPE ANALYSIS OF INTERACTIONS
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10/10/02
General observations:
Many social interactions took place between the instructor and students at both the host
and remote sites before the beginning of class. Instructor consistently addressed
students by their first names when greeting them.
There were problems with the microphones at the host site so that the remote site
students had to interrupt and ask the host site students that were talking to speak up.
There were several exchanges between sites until the audio adjustments were made to
improve the sound (the students speaking at the host site moved closer to the
microphones).

Interactions observed:
The subject matter for this class session was nonverbal communication. Class began
with the instructor reviewing the agenda for the next several classes (procedural
interactions). The instructor and students dialogued on the expectations for the group
projects and the mid-term exam format. The instructor began with a short review of
some of the nonverbal communication concepts discussed in the previous class. He
provided examples of the concept of chronemics (how we use time as a nonverbal
communicator) and asked students to give others. Several students responded by
providing other examples, such as, coming in late, coming to class early, and meeting
deadlines (expository interactions).
Next the instructor spoke about paralanguage. Paralanguage is made of sounds that
sometimes do not have a written form (eg., uh-huh means Yes or I'm listening to you).
He provided several examples.
Next, the instructor actively engaged a student by laying out a scenario:
“Jennifer has just handed me a draft of her paper”
I respond by saying “I can’t praise this paper too highly” or “I can’t praise this paper
too highly”. The instructor demonstrates that by changing the emphasis (tone) on
certain words he can change the meaning that is being conveyed. He then directed a
question to the class about what he meant to covey in each of the two ways in which he
made the comment (explanatory interactions).
A student responds by saying that the instructor intended to convey real praise and not
sarcasm with his second statement. The instructor provides feedback to the student that
it was not his intention. The instructor again demonstrates how his emphasis on certain
words can change the meaning of the communication. The student reflects on this and
seems to correctly understand what is being communicated (cognitive interaction).
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Several other students responded to this question from both the host and remote sites
(expository and explanatory interactions).
The class then began discussing what the instructor called the most eloquent
communication of all, that is, silence. He points out that for an instructor that prizes
student participation, silence is a real indicator that things are not going as planned.
He provided several other examples.
A host site student interrupted to provide an example of how silence could demonstrate
a disconnect. His example was a marriage proposal that is met with silence. The
instructor provided feedback to the student that his example was excellent in
demonstrating silence as a powerful communicator and speculates on what silence in
this situation may mean.
Next the instructor addressed the question to the class of “How many football fans do
we have here?” Gets an overwhelming response. He than proposes the following
scenario:
“The Green Bay Packers are playing the Patriots at Foxboro and Green Bay says that
they want to score the first few times so they can take the fans out of it. What do they
mean by that?”
Several students reply that this would silence the fans and give Green Bay an
advantage. The instructor again emphasizes that this is another example of how silence
is a powerful communicator.
The instructor again references the notes that are displayed on the electronic screen and
ask students about the word that is being displayed “Mindfulness”. Several students
acknowledge the importance of being mindful of one’s nonverbal communication.
The instructor than asked the question:
“How do you become a good non-verbal communicator? How do you do it better?”
He points out that people practice non-verbal communication and that non-verbal may
be more important than verbal. The instructor stresses that it is important to be able to
verbally explain your nonverbal behavior.
The instructor than asked the class to break into groups of four or five and prepare a skit
from a script (see below) that the class would have to identify what was going on and
what were the non-verbal communication that gave it away. The groups were asked to
select two members of their group to act out the skit.
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The Script:
A. Hello.
B. Hello.

A. So, ah, how are you?
B. About the same. You?

A. Nothing new to report.
B. I thought maybe you might have something to tell me.

A. Has anything changed?
B. Not that I know of. Do you know of a change?

A. No.
B. So what do you think we should do now?

A. I suppose we should go ahead and ...
B. Yeah, seems like it’s a good plan.

A. Want to reconsider? A lot is at stake.
B. No, I’m ready. Let’s do it.

YOUR SITUATION:
Choose: Planning a bank robbery; asking the professor for an extension; deciding to go
steady; deciding to break up or have a divorce; deciding to have children; deciding to go
to the movies tonight; deciding to try an ugly, unpleasant smelling new food; OR
SUPPLY YOUR OWN. MODIFY THE DIALOG AS APPROPRIATE.
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There was constant dialog (questions and comments) between the instructor and
students at both sites in clarifying the goals of the exercise (procedural interactions).
Students appeared very comfortable with dialoging with the instructor about the
exercise. The instructor went over several scenarios that could be using the script
conversation. It could be used in planning a bank robbery; asking the professor for an
extension; deciding to go steady; deciding to break up or have a divorce; deciding to
have children; deciding to go to the movies; etc. He invited students to come up with
their own situations and to feel free to modify the script in any way they wished.
The instructor was very clear on his expectations and what he wanted each group to do:
“take this dialogue, hit upon a situation, select two people to act it out, and the rest of us
will have to guess what it is you are acting out”.
The instructor indicated that both sites should mute their microphones for 5 minutes to
prepare the skits.
I observed very good group processes at both the host and remote sites in preparing for
the skit. Student-student interactions were focused on the task of preparing skits using
the nonverbal communication concepts discussed earlier in the class.
Instructor used the document camera to display remaining time to both sites going from
5 minutes down to 1. This was a good example of using the technology to
communicate with remote site students via video while the microphones were muted.
During that time he interrupted to ask if students needed an extension and added an
additional minute for preparing.
Before beginning the skits the instructor reminded students on how to use non-verbals body language, clothing, artifacts, etc.
Instructor “are you guys all set over there?”. Instructor was constantly checking in with
remote site students.
“Okay, all set here” reply from remote site.
Instructor explains that we will begin by doing two presentations at the host site and
then go to the remote site. Instructor: “Volunteers?, we will start here in Boston, who
wants to start”.
There were four skits acted out, three at the host site and one at the remote site. After
each skip the instructor began the discussion by asking “what was going on there?”,
what were they doing? How could you tell? happy situation or unhappy situation?
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Asked questions to specific students at both sites.
Group 1 (host site):

Students perform skit using the provided script.

Instructor: “Floor is now open to answer what were they trying to show here?
Student responses:
Both seemed nervous and hesitant from tone of conversation.
Had their hoods over their heads (artifacts) gave it away.
They were robbing a bank.
Instructor asked class “Anyone have any other thoughts on what they were doing?”
No responses.
Student actors acknowledge that they were robbing a bank

Group 2 (host site):

Students perform skit using the provided script.

Again, instructor solicits responses
Student responses:
Gesture of cutting someone’s throat gave it away.
Tone tells you this is serious.
You guys are going to kill someone.
Instructor response: “the gesture of cutting a throat (kinesics) was the major clue.
Also the tone (paralanguage) was serious not about deciding to go the movies”
Group 3:

(remote site): Students perform skit using the provided script.

Student responses:

laughter, lots of humor between students, the actors, and the
instructor on this skit
going to have an affair

Instructor response: “I told them they could modify the script”
“there was something in your tone that let us know that you were
talking about an illicit sexual affair”
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Actor response: “was suppose to be about having an affair before we got carried away”

Group 4:

(host site):

Students perform skit using the provided script.

Student actors: were a little anxious about doing the skit, shy
Instructor: provided some guidance to the acting team prior to the skit
“think more about the situation instead of the exact words”
Also reminded remote site students that their voices carry well and that it
was not a scold but just a reminder.
At the end of the skit the instructor asked “Was there a mood”
Student responses:

“depressed”
“getting ready for something”
“scared”
“hesitant”
“nervous”

Student actors: “we were robbing our first bank”
Instructor:

“Obviously you didn’t do a bad job since we did pick up the mood”

Instructor reviewed list of non-verbal communication that was observed in the four
skits:
Clothing
Body Language
Paralanguage
Kinesics
Instructor ended class by reminding students what was coming next in regard to class
assignments, mid-term exam details, etc. (procedural interactions).
Ended class “have a nice weekend, see you next Tuesday” and acknowledging the
remote site students on the monitor by saying “so long folks”.
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11/7/02
General observations:
The topic for this class was Communication in Groups and Teams and its Application to
Group Projects. Instructor was in class 15 minutes early greeting students by name and
taking attendance. Instructor was socializing with host site students before the
beginning of class. Students were informally talking about their group projects.
Instructor let students at both sites know that class would begin in about four minutes
(gaining attention). Host site students discussing with the instructor some problems
they were having organizing their projects. Instructor states “We will start in two
minutes”
Class web site was up on the projection screen.
Interactions observed:
Instructor began the class by stating “we will quickly finish up on the topic of group
effectiveness that we were discussing on Tuesday and then you have a task. Which is to
try to apply what you learned to your group in how you have interacted and how you
plan to interact. I will ask each group to report back in this class where you are and
what you will need to do. This will be very informal. No formal contract. Just where
you are.”
“Next Tuesday we are back into the topic of mass communication that is chapter 14 in
the book. I will be doing some presenting that day”
Instructor asks if there are any questions, problems, issues?
Several procedural questions from both host and remote site students.
A host student inquires about an email he sent the instructor. Instructor confesses he is
way behind on his email and apologizes.
Instructor begins a continuation of lecture from the last class on the effectiveness of
communication in groups.
Instructor speaks on topics displayed on the overhead related to group communication.
Problems in making groups constructive:
must resolve leadership role
- must manage conflict
- how is your group going to behave
different kinds of communication that must occur in groups in order for them to
be effective
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Reviews what groups must address to make groups effective:
- “task” communication - what has to be done and why
- “procedural” communication - what processes will be followed to set up the
group, more of the details; where will we meet, what techniques or technology
are we going to use (email, phone).
- “climate’ in the group - listening defensively, not being too aggressive
Leadership not necessarily invested in one person.
Who are the people that pay attention to:
- the quality of the product you are producing
- quality of the process that is being used
Develop a constructive climate.
Each group will be asked to appoint a liaison to the class and the instructor to tell us
how things are going. This should not be the group leader. The leader is the one in
charge of getting the project done. This will be the public relations person for your
group.
Instructor asks: Are there any questions up till now?
The remote site is asked “ are you all set?”
Instructor:

Conflicts will probably occur.
People will disagree on the subject matter.
People will disagree on who goes first, second, etc.
This is not bad.
Find ways to have a win-win situation.
Your group will be effective if it realizes these things will occur.

Instructor continues to always address students by their first names.
The process of “influence”. Engaged several students from both sites about what they
knew about this. A student from the remote site said they covered the topic of
“influence” in a psychology class that she took. Others added their comments.
Lecture with a lot of discussion. Questions from the instructor directed at specific
students at both sites.
Instructor asked a specific student about communication in the military. Response from
student says it relies on the chain of command.
Work hard in your groups to create win/win situations. Groups that let everyone have a
voice are the most effective. There is not always a right way for all situations.
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Do not focus conflicts on personalities.
Keep focused on issues.
Don’t postpone dealing with conflict. “ Why?”
Instructor gives a scenario, describes a situation in which someone has not spoken up
until it is too late in the process. This is discussed with several students providing
comments.
Instructor provided another example of the recent political debate between the
gubernatorial candidates. “Keep it honest, keep it nice”. Is that what you are
observing? Got students engaged in providing feedback.
The instructor spoke about an assessment form that all students would get at the end of
the semester to evaluate how their group worked together.
I’m going to do everything I can to keep you focused on how your groups are
performing.
Students seemed hilly engaged in this discussion/lecture. Instructor was constantly
asking questions and giving examples of effective communication in groups to keep the
students engaged. Constantly addressing students by first names and watching students
and how they were engaged.
There are a bunch of questions that you will need to deal with today:
-

-

who will be the leader(s) in your group
who will be the liaison
who is going to do what on the project
who has what expertise in your group
how are you going to communicate with each other - email, face-to-face, phone,
etc.
other issues you talked about

Instructor announces that the groups in the class will take fifteen minutes to meet to
discuss and answer these questions and report back to the class. Very clear instructions.
Will mute microphones at both sites.
What I observed:
Lecture/discussion - 20 minutes
Group exercise - 15 minutes
Class discussion - 20 minutes
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Observations of students during group exercise:
-

students are engaged in the group exercise sharing their experiences and giving
their opinions
students seem very comfortable in voicing their opinions not anxious,
intimidated, etc.
instructor engaged with assisting several host site groups during this time. Not
available to remote site students. Instructor responding to questions from host
site students on clarifications etc. on how to prepare for their projects. Instructor
sitting down with group and giving them guidance.

Instructor: “How are we doing here? Just about ready to go?”. “Don’t worry if you
don’t have all of this resolved.
“. “Let’s start right here with Group 1”.
Instructor recorded group answers on the whiteboard while groups spoke using a
template that he had developed to sore the information in a standard format. Said he
would set up online discussion groups for each group.
Group 1 (host site):
“who is in your group?”
“who is your leader?”
“who is your liaison?”
“what is your project topic”
“what issues do you have”
issues (e.g. how to get resources on their topic. Talk to the reference librarian. She will
be very happy to help you.)
Group 2(remote site): lots of instructor/student interaction regarding their experience to
date on organizing their project.
Topic will be non-verbal communication.
Focus will be on proximics - video in mall.
Katie will be our leader.
Instructor encourages students to put the time in on any issues you need to work on.
We learned a lot about what not to do.
Group 3 (host site):
Leader identified; topic explained; how to get in touch with each other - telephone; set
up times to meet.
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Group 4(host site)
Three students. Ed will be the spokesperson. Joe will do the research. Issues - not
about the topic but more about how we are going to conduct ourselves.
Instructor:
“ I will need more from your groups”
“Who will be doing what?”
“You will need to know that”
“We have to get moving”
Groups 5, 6, 7 (host site) were asked the same questions with the instructor recording
their responses on the electronic white board.
Identified project topics.
Roles for team members.
Chief researcher
Decide on meeting times
Share email addresses
Etc.
At the end of the class the instructor made a decision that next Tuesday’s class would be
optional since the campus semester calendars conflicted (the remote campus was closed
while the host campus was holding classes as usual).
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12/10/02
General observations:
I observed this class from a location other than the two sites. The instructor informed
students that I would be observing from a third site and would be asking them again to
fill out the questionnaire at the end of class. This class consisted of two student group
presentations from the host site. The number and types of interactions were very
limited due to the presentation format of the class.
Interactions Observed:
The first presentation was on the “Impact of Advertising in the Beverage Industry”.
Four students composed this group. They looked at four products: Pepsi, Coke, Skyy
Blue, and Corona to assess the communication techniques (verbal and non-verbal) used
by the vendors in their advertisements to sell their products. Each student took
responsibility for researching and presenting on one of the products.
They presented a short video of interviews with several students on their campus in
which they asked them which product they liked, if they liked their commercials, and if
the commercial had any impact on their selection of the product.
Next, each of the students gave a brief presentation on one of the products giving a
history of the product, their target audience, videos or PowerPoint slides of recent
commercials, and company profits/revenues.
The first student presenter asked the class at the host site which Pepsi commercial they
liked the best. They forgot to include the remote site students until prompted by the
instructor. There was much discussion on the different ads and their appeal. The
presenter shared the results of a poll done by Pepsi and displayed on their Web site.
The next presenter gave information and facts on the Skyy Blue product pointing out
the use of non-verbals in their commercials (artifacts, physical appearance, kinesics,
haptics, proxemics, environmental factors, chronemics, paralanguage, and silence). The
deep blue color of the bottle, the white bikinis, the blonde and very thin woman with a
deep, husky, sexy voices were given as examples. On the verbal communication side
they pointed out the use of a singe line (slogan) and the emphasis on the multiple “y”s
in Skyy. The presenters also found that even though the company stated their target
audience was 21-34 year olds their true target audience seemed to be aimed at under¬
aged drinkers.
The student presenter for the Corona product immediately involved the class by asking
“Have you guys seen this commercial?” This resulted in immediate dialogue with host
site students. Again, the remote site students were overlooked by the student presenter.
The presenter pointed out the non-verbal slogan “Miles Away from the Ordinary”
displayed in the advertisement. There were no spoken words in the advertisement but
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several non-verbals, such as, physical appearance (very relaxed good looking people),
artifacts (cellphone), etc..
The next presenter did the Coke Cola product giving a history of the different slogans
that Coke had used over the last several decades (Refreshing, Coke is the Real Thing,
Coke Is It). At this point the instructor let the group presenters know that time was up.
The instructor first asked if there were questions or comments from the remote site. A
remote site student responded “No, I thought they explained things very well”.
Next the instructor asked host site students for comments or questions.
A host site student asked “Any reason you picked these products?”. Response from a
presenter was that they were very popular and current.
Next the instructor asked the class “What did you see as strong points of this
presentation”
Host site students responded:
“comprehensive coverage of the topic”
“presenters had a lot of facts in their presentations to substantiate their opinions”
“the analysis of the marketing objectives, everything has a reason”
Remote site students responded:
“presentation was multi-media”
“your slides were easy to read, being mindful”
Very good dialog between presenters, both host and remote site students, and the
instructor. Instructor pointed out the products chosen were at different phases of their
maturation (Coke being the oldest and Skyy Blue being the newest on the market).
The second presentation involved three students. Their topic was “Women’s Image in
the Mass Media”.
The first presenter introduced the topic by showing slides of three advertisements:
Revelon, Estee Lauder, and Victoria Secret.
He than asked the class “What are these commercials selling?”. The presenter
interacted with feedback from the host site students to come up with: lipstick, perfume,
and lingerie. He than threw artifacts (lipstick, perfume, and underwear) into the host
site audience to get them engaged.
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Then he came quickly back with his conclusion of what is being sold here is what the
image of a beautiful woman looks like.
He mentions and shows the many non-verbals in the commercials that show that:
“lipstick will make you beautiful”
“Smell makes you beautiful”
“clothes are sexy and equals beautiful”
The presenter pointed out that all this communication in one way. He concludes by
showing an advertisement of a model dinking milk and pointing out that what was being
conveyed was “you must be thin to be healthy”.
The next presenter showed several PowerPoint slides of TV ads that depict the ideal
woman as being thin. She showed that over the last five decades that this image has
changed dramatically. She pointed out that in the 1950’s that models were 8% thinner
than the average woman and now they are asked to be at least 23% thinner.
At this point the class had run out of time. The instructor asked the presenters to pick
up from there in the next class and went over the agenda for the next group project
presentations.
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INTERVIEW NOTES
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A Case Study of Interaction
In a Two-Way Video Classroom
At the University of Massachusetts
I volunteer to participate in this qualitative study and understand that:
1. I will be interviewed by Hugh Friel prior to and immediately after three
scheduled classroom observations and once more at the end of the semester.
A guided interview format will be used consisting of eight pre-observation
questions, eight post-observation questions, and five end of the semester
questions.
2. The questions I will be answering address my views on issues related to
instructor-student and student-student interaction in a two-way video
classroom at the University of Massachusetts. I understand that the primary
purpose of this research is to identify activities that are effective in
facilitating interaction in the two-way video environment.
3. The interview will be tape recorded to facilitate analysis of the data.
4. My name will not be used, nor will I be identified personally in any way or
at anytime. I understand it will be necessary to identify participants in the
dissertation proposal by position and college affiliation (e.g. Associate
Professor, School of Management...).
5. I may withdraw from part or all of this study at any time.
6. I have the right to review material prior to the final oral exam or other
publication.
7. I understand that results from these interviews will be included in Hugh
Friel’s doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts
submitted to professional journals for publication.
8. Iam free to participate or not to participate without prejudice.
9. I understand that there is some risk that I may be identified as a participant
in this study.

Researcher’s Signature

Date

Instructor’s Signature
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Date

Instructor Interview Questions
Pre-Observation Instructor Interview Questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

What are your goals for interaction for this particular class?
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for student-instructor
interaction?
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for student-student
interaction?
What do you expect students to be doing in class that will foster interaction?
Are there readings and assignments that students are expected to do to prepare
for this class?
How do you plan to get an even distribution of student participation in your
class?
What was done in earlier classes that could lead to interaction in this one?
Will this class be generally typical of your teaching? If not, how is it different
and how may it impact interaction in the class?

Post-Observation Instructor Interview Questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

How did you think the class went?
What were your objectives for class interaction?
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction between yourself and
your students?
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction between students?
What were some of the barriers to interaction that you encountered in today’s
lesson?
Did you see any differences in the quantity and/or quality of your interactions
with host versus remote site students?
What would you have changed to help facilitate interaction in today’s class?
How can you use what worked well in your next class?

General Questions for the Final Instructor Interview:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Do you see differences in face-to-face instruction and two-way video in regard
to interactive instructional techniques?
How do you think we can best prepare faculty to facilitate interaction in this
environment?
What do you think are the critical elements in a training program for interactive
video instruction?
How can we best prepare students to interact in this environment?
How can institutions best support interaction in these environments?
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Pre-Observation Instructor Interview: October 9, 2002
Researcher:
class?

What are your goals for interaction for this particular

Instructor: I want them to behave as if they are one class. They will be
asked to review a script and a few people will be asked to act out the
script showing different situations. Its the same words but they are
supposed to use non-verbals to illustrate the different situation for those
words, therefore illustrating how non-verbals can convey more meaning
than verbals. That will occur - there will be students from Lowell doing
that, students from Boston doing that - when each one is finished there
will usually be some kind of interchange across the campuses. My goal
is that they are talking pretty much as one class about what just
happened.
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-instructor interaction?
Instructor:
Not very differently from the way I structure any class.
There is a mixture of group exercises and reporting, presentation and
discussion, and the one thing that I rarely do is that I just talk, and so my
goal is that we are all talking together. With this particular class it seems
to work pretty well. I am still at the point where I am still the focal point
of most discussions and yet it flows pretty freely
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-student interaction? (/ changed the question here a little by
adding the following - You mentioned that you will have exercises in
which you hope to have students at one campus talking directly to
students at the other campus. Can you tell me a little more about that.)
Instructor:
Not through me. Some times they have to go through me.
Because of the situation, if a remote site student wants to talk, given the
sound and everything, it’s hard for him or her to just barge in, so they
may have to raise their hand and then I have to be traffic cop. But then I
can virtually step out of the way and students are talking to each other.
But I might have to recognize a student to keep the discussion going.
It’s not a free for all.
Researcher:
What do you expect students to be doing in class that will
foster interaction?
Instructor:
Group exercise, in this particular case, and this is a fairly
illustrative case; a group meeting which will involve a group in
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preparing a little skit, if you will, a roll playing; and then the actual
performance of that roll play for some of the groups (we won’t have time
for all of the groups to do it) and then student debriefing of those roll
plays, linking them to the theory that we’ve been talking about in class,
and so it’s really their show in that respect, and I will just moderate the
discussion and set it up.

Researcher:
Are there readings and assignments that students are
expected to do to prepare for this class?
Instructor:
There is one chapter in the text, the introductory
communication text, on non-verbal communication.
Researcher:
How do you plan to get an even distribution of student
participation in your class?
Instructor:
I just get it. The group exercise/thing is one way, and I do
go around to the groups and try to make sure - sometimes quite
forcefully - that everyone is at least taking part in the planning of the
group, whether they are actually involved in the output, the production
itself, and that doesn’t seem to be a problem.
Researcher:
An aside question - How do you go about keeping eye
contact through the monitors with your students in Lowell?
Instructor:
The monitor is set up so that remote site students sit in a
room where, and you’ll see this, they are kind of in a U. There are only
seven of them, so they can kind of sit around a conference table. The
monitor is set up so that I can, in effect, have the impression that I am at
the open end of the U looking at them, and the host site students also see
them. So, there are monitors at the front. Our classroom is a much more
traditional, tiered, fixed desk studio, and the host site students look down
at the front of that and they see the remote site open table. I look to the
back and there’s a monitor for me to look at the remote site and so when
I’m scanning the class, just making eye contact, as I do anyway when
I’m in face to face, I include the remote site camera and monitor. And
yet the camera showing me is right on top of that monitor so when I look
at the remote students, in effect I’m looking at them and they can see that
I’m looking at them. You’ll have to ask them, of course - that will be
part of your study, I’m sure - whether they sense that and what effect my
visits make on that. I have a personal sense, in this class, and that is
most of them, that after a while we forget that this is all electronic and
virtual and, with just the formality that they do have to kind of raise their

123

hands to get recognized sometimes, cause it’s hard to just yell out in this
setting, that it’s pretty transparent.
Researcher:
What was done in earlier classes that could lead to
interaction in this one? You already mentioned that your Tuesday class
may have set the stage for this upcoming class.
Instructor:
The group exercises are kind of a staple and I try to get
people to change groups, although I don’t always succeed, especially in
our class. The remote site will sometimes operate as one group because
of their size and host site people are sitting in these fixed places, and
they tend to stay sitting in the fixed places. That’s one thing anyway group exercises - which get people involved. Then there’s just a
constant barrage of questions. I don’t lecture a lot. I do present. They
have power point slides and everything. But I’ll pose the point and then
ask them something about it - to bring their knowledge or experience in.
When host site students are speaking I will frequently have to inteiject
and tell them to yell to make sure that the remote site can hear them.
The one weak link in this is still the sound coming out of the host site
classroom. There are these overhead mikes, and sometimes some of the
host site students speak softly or they are sitting in kind of an audio hole,
and so I do have to really be alert to that and try to get the students to be
alert to that. The other thing that happens automatically (I can’t recall if
this really answers your questions or not) but I urge, and the class has
been wonderful about this, it requires a different kind of behavior on
their part. Because, for example, if a host site student in the back of the
room wants to mutter something about a student at the remote site or
about me, or something like that, maybe we won’t hear at the host site,
but they’ll hear it in the remote site, and they are aware of that. So my
hypothesis would be that you will see a fairly decorus classroom
behavior because they are aware that they are being miked and that kind
of makes them stay with it more.
Researcher:
Will this class be generally typical of your teaching? If
not, how is it different and how may it impact interaction in the class?
Instructor:

Yes. It’s really typical.

Researcher: I’m going to ask one more which is not even on my
interview sheet. How are you using the web to put out course materials.
Instructor: The web is actually the center of the course. The outline is
there. I don’t reprint new versions of the outline. Any assignment for a
particular week is linked on that outline entry for that week.
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Post-Observation Instructor Interview:
Researcher:

October 17,2002

How did you think the class went?

Instructor:
I thought the class went pretty well. It wasn’t as
interactive as other classes across campuses, student to student. I would
put it in the average category. Sometimes the classes are more
interactive with the students more engaged.On the other hand, I wasn’t
dissatisfied. It was a good class.
Researcher:

What were your objectives for class interaction?

Instructor:
I wanted students at both campuses to feel free to talk to
each other as if they were on one campus. I think I got less of that but I
think it was directly related to the sound issues. I wanted the nature of
the interactive participation to be on target, that is, where students share
their experiences or clearly focus on the question being asked.
Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between yourself and your students?
Instructor:
I think setting up a group exercise and asking students to
report on their observations and form some conclusions from what they
see. It always sucks them in. Having students categorize and articulate
examples of non-verbal communication seen in the skits. I asked
questions to prompt responses from students at both locations
Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between students?
Instructor:
The group exercise. When I first began teaching in this
environment I did worry about how this would work. But basically, it all
works fine when students are given time to work in groups and you
“mute” the microphones for that time period. I think the discussion that
goes on in critiquing the skits helps connect both sites. Some of the
students in Boston have said that they think they know the students in
Lowell better than some of those in their own class. Asking a question
to one student that prompts other students to react. For example, when a
student in Boston says something and a student in Lowell disagrees.

Researcher:
What were some of the barriers to interaction that you
encountered in today’s lesson?
Instructor:
When I’m presenting information using the document
camera I’m running the show and it doesn’t allow for interaction. Also,
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not watching the video camera carefully enough and looking for
opportunities to bring students into a discussion. Lastly, sound quality
was an issue. For example, Ed speaks quickly, softly, and often. When
the microphones are not working properly it certainly impacts the
amount of interaction and I think the willingness of students to
participate.
Researcher:
Did you see any differences in the quantity and/or quality
of your interactions with host versus remote site students?
Instructor:
Across the board, no. One or two of the Lowell students
concern me in that they don’t participate as much. They seem to interact
well when I’m teaching from their site so it may be that they are shy and
do not like to be on camera. As long as the sound is working fine there
doesn’t seem to be a difference
Researcher:
What would you have changed to help facilitate
interaction in today’s class?
Instructor:
I would have been more aggressive in getting one student
to respond to another. Asking students to critique other students
especially when it is not a question of knowledge.
Researcher:

How can you use what worked well in your next class?

Instructor:
The group skits work well with this content (non-verbal
communication) in this two-way video environment. I will continue to
use similar group exercises to generate discussions/reactions between
students in future classes.
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Pre-Observation Instructor Interview: November 5, 2002
Researcher:
class?

What are your goals for interaction for this particular

Instructor:
What I would to do is to have students analyze their own
groups at this early stage and report on where they are with their
projects. I want to put the question out there of “Why are groups
important?” and have students respond. I have heavy goals for
interaction for the class as a whole, across campuses, and within groups
as groups report back to the class as a whole.
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-instructor interaction?
Instructor:
No different from other classes. Minimal lecture.
Pointing out major points and have the students run the class.
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-student interaction?
Instructor:
The goal for student-student interaction is to have a lot of
it. The goal of the class is that they come away with a heightened
understanding of the importance of groups, principles of group
formation, and the issues around how groups are maintained. I will have
them brainstorm to get them into the issues. My hope is that they will
actually improve their groups by using some of the concepts and
principles we discuss in their own group formation.
Researcher:
What do you expect students to be doing in class that will
foster interaction?
Instructor:
Brainstorming in groups and reporting out. I will take
that and provide them feedback.

Researcher:
Are there readings and assignments that students are
expected to do to prepare for this class?
Instructor:
Yes. Chapter 10 in the text on Groups & Teams along
with a slide show and a link to a file of questions regarding groups.
Researcher:
How do you plan to get an even distribution of student
participation in your class?
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Instructor:
I don’t. Will try to make it happen. There is still one
student in Lowell that doesn’t interact. Also, there are three or four in
Boston whose participation is minimal. This may be shyness of the
camera.

Researcher:
What was done in earlier classes that could lead to
interaction in this one?
Instructor:
Continuance of the course practice of group discussions
and exercises to facilitate learning.
Researcher:
Will this class be generally typical of your teaching? If
not, how is it different and how may it impact interaction in the class?
Instructor:
Yes. This class session will not differ in any significant
way from what I have done in earlier classes.
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Post-Observation Instructor Interview:
Researcher:

November 12, 2002

How did you think the class went?

Instructor:
I think the class went very well. It met all my goals and
more in the degree of student interest, the formation of their groups, the
refinement of their topics, and understanding their roles within the group.
All of that I was pleased with. I was pleased with the way the groups
were operating internally and how they were reporting progress. I think
I came up a bit short in having them really trying to apply some of the
group communication material to their own processes. I would like to
see a bit more rigor especially in respect to how they form expectations
about participation. Other than that I think it went well.
Researcher:

What were your objectives for class interaction?

Instructor:
Review and discussion materials on how to make groups
effective and how to deal with the issues that arise in groups. Have each
group report out on their projects and how they have organized their
group. They will need to provide a description of their project topic,
identify the group leader (s), identify their liaison to the class, how they
have set up communication in their group, and any issues that they are
confronting.

Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between yourself and your students?
Instructor:
In reviewing the class notes on group formation,
processes, maintenance, etc. the questions raised by myself or the
students and the ensuing discussions.

Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between students?
Instructor:
I did not have any specific goals for student-to-student
interaction but I think the format and the content of the class allowed that
to happen. I had the feeling that we were in a real discussion. Maybe
I’m leading it but here was nothing artificial about it. We are in the part
of the semester that this is something that just happens. There is no
awkwardness. I felt real good coming out of that class.

Researcher:
What were some of the barriers to interaction that you
encountered in today’s lesson?
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Instructor:
The only thing I can think of is that I forgot to tell the
Lowell students that they could use the phone to call me with any
questions during the group exercise when the microphones are muted. I
had several questions from the groups at the host site and assisted them
during this time. Remote site students were not given the same
opportunity.
Researcher:
Did you see any differences in the quantity and/or quality
of your interactions with host versus remote site students?
Instructor:
No. I think my several visits to teach from the remote site
has helped a lot in making the reality of multiple sites pretty invisible.
Host and remote site students seem to participate equally.

Researcher:
What would you have changed to help facilitate
interaction in today’s class?
Instructor:
Again, I think when we get to this point in the semester
the classroom rapport is established and seems that we had good
interaction in this class session. I think I could have been more directive
in respect to some of the content. One lesson would be to impose more
structure on the group exercise.
Researcher:

How can you use what worked well in your next class?

Instructor:
In terms of the strategy that I used it is a continuation of
the strategies that I have always deployed.
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Pre-Observation Instructor Interview: December 10,2002
Researcher:
class?

What are your goals for interaction for this particular

Instructor:
This class will involve students in Boston giving final
semester project presentations. I hope there will be significant student
feedback to the presenters. I let the students go first than I put my two
cents in. Actually, my comments are often follow-up to comments from
the students. The two presentations for this class are:
Women’s Image in the Mass Media
Beverage Advertisements
I expect 80% of the class time will be taken up with the presentations
and about 20% will be in follow up discussion.
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-instructor interaction?
Instructor:
As I mentioned, this particular class will be different in
that a significant amount of class time will be one way with the student
presentations. I expect there will be some lively discussion between and
within sites as a response to the presentations.
Researcher:
How have you structured the class to meet your goals for
student-student interaction?
Instructor:
I hope the presentations will stimulate feedback that will
lead to student-student interaction.
Researcher:
What do you expect students to be doing in class that will
foster interaction?
Instructor:
presenters.

Listening and preparing comments and questions for the

Researcher:
Are there readings and assignments that students are
expected to do to prepare for this class?
Instructor:
No. Their job is to listen attentively to the presentations
and provide feedback.
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Researcher:
How do you plan to get an even distribution of student
participation in your class?
Instructor:
This may be difficult in this class. In the last class the
remote site students chose to come to the host site to do their
presentation. It went very well. We also had a end of the semester pizza
party at the end of the class. This is the first time that I had the situation
that both sites got together physically during the semester. This may
speak to the strength or weakness of the video learning environment.
On one hand the remote site students seem to feel that a face-to-face
presentation would be much more beneficial for them. There may have
been some anxiety about the technology working right for this major
course requirement. On the other hand they felt excited about coming
down and meeting with the host site students. I think that may speak to
the comfort level that the students at both sites had with each other.

Researcher:
What was done in earlier classes that could lead to
interaction in this one?
Instructor:
I hope the developed rapport between students will
generate good feedback to the presentations.
Researcher:
Will this class be generally typical of your teaching? If
not, how is it different and how may it impact interaction in the class?
Instructor:
Yes and no. It will be less interactive time-wise due to
the student presentations but I expect the presentations to stimulate some
good interaction.
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Post-Observation Instructor Interview:
Researcher:

December 10, 2002

How did you think the class went?

Instructor:
I think the presentations went very well. The biggest
issue was the time constraints. I had to ask the presenters to fit their
presentations into a smaller time slot. Student feedback was not what I
had hoped. I had to drag some of the remote site students into the
discussion. I also had to remind the student presenters to include the
remote students. There was a two-page handout that was distributed at
the host site that the presenters forgot to make available to the remote
site students.
Researcher:

What were your objectives for class interaction?

Instructor:
I did not expect a lot of interaction in this class due to the
fact that most of the time would be taken up with the student
presentations. I was more concerned with the quality of the
presentations and if the student presenters had grasped the
communication concepts and would be able to demonstrate what they
had learned.

Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between yourself and your students?
Instructor:
Again, I don’t think the presentation format for this class
allowed the opportunity for a lot of interaction between myself and the
students other than the feedback that I provided at the end of each
presentation.

Researcher:
What did you think worked well in facilitating interaction
between students?
Instructor:
I think the most important thing is for the audience to
listen attentively to the presentations and provide feedback. I think that
happened even though there were major constraints with time.

Researcher:
What were some of the barriers to interaction that you
encountered in today’s lesson?
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Instructor:
I think presenters are so concerned with trying to get their
information across that they don’t focus on scanning the room or looking
at the monitor to include remote site students.
Researcher:
Did you see any differences in the quantity and/or quality
of your interactions with host versus remote site students?
Instructor:
Remote site may not have been as engaged as I would
have liked. This may have been because they had completed their
presentations in the previous week’s class. I was pleased that we had
good attendance at the remote site.

Researcher:
What would you have changed to help facilitate
interaction in today’s class?
Instructor:

Not much other than better time management.

Researcher:

How can you use what worked well in your next class?

Instructor:
I think the lesson learned here is to have the student
presenters better engage the audience with presentation techniques that
include them (e g. How many of you have seen these ads.). I think
there was some of this but more would help with increase interaction.
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Final Semester Instructor Interview Questions:
Researcher:

December 10, 2002

Are there differences in face-to-face instruction and twoway video in regard to interactive instructional
techniques?

Instructor:
No, not in this course. I would teach it exactly the same
way. The biggest adjustment is in planning - what to do if the
technology does not work. Other than that I see no adjustments in
teaching techniques.

Researcher:
How do we best prepare faculty to facilitate interaction in this
environment?
Instructor:
Faculty should have some practice in this teaching environment up front.
Some real time in front of the camera. Getting faculty to a certain comfort level with
the environment before throwing them into it. There are certain faculty that I would not
want doing this. You must be a very good classroom manager or a scintillating lecturer
or if;you were both it would be wonderful. Emphasis must be on pedagogical issues not
technology. I’m a great believer in minimizing the instructor’s role as an expert. I had
no campus training in the interactive video environment. I had some experience in
using videoconferencing for administrative meetings. I did visit a video classroom
before I started teaching in it but there was no formal training provided. I thought that
since by nature I’m an interactive instructor, if the technology worked properly, I would
have a good start. My institution was not prepared to train faculty in the use of the
interactive video environment. It took two to three years to figure out how best to
position cameras, microphones, and to integrate white boards, the computer,
PowerPoint presentations, the World-Wide-Web, etc. You need to learn how to
manage the classroom while using the new technology. You need to use it productively
not just try to reproduce what you were already doing in your traditional face-to-face
classes. But technology is the least important aspect to this. The most important is
how you manage the classroom and good pedagogy. Teaching techniques that are
learner -centered are very important. I think teaching in the two-way interactive video
environment has made instructors better teachers in their face-to-face classes.
Researcher:
What do you think are the critical elements in a training program for
interactive video
instruction?
Instructor:
Learning how to manage the classroom so you take full advantage of the
technology. We now have a very effective Center for Improvement of Teaching (CIT).
Initially it focus was how to teach in a multi-cultural environment but it the last few
years it has expanded its role to include new innovations in technology. The focus
should still be more on pedagogy than on technology. I don’t think you can push
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faculty into it. Those who are interested and motivated should be encouraged and
supported by the institution to pursue it. It is happening more with the new
administration.
Researcher:

How can we best prepare students to interact in this environment?

Instructor:
Campuses did not do a good job in their catalogues in letting students
know my course was a distance education class being taught using videoconferencing.
Some of the remote site students were very surprised when they arrived the first day.
There is now a handbook that is given out to students at the first class that explains the
environment and how to appropriately interact within it. The handbook covers the
classroom decor and behavior that is expected in this environment. Students are made
aware that they are being seen on camera and heard over the microphones as much or
more than a face-to-face environment. To emphasize this, I acted out a student coming
in late and slamming his books on the desk Sometimes students forget how this looks
like in a videoconferencing environment. Students must be reminded of this during the
semester. In a nice way not a scolding type way. Also, I must constantly model the
right behavior myself. I’m embarrassed when host site students point out to me that I
did not see a remote site student trying to comment or ask a question. I must constantly
observe the monitor to make sure I’m including all the students at both sites. I like to
invite students to help me in the management and production of the interactive video
experience. Lastly, students should be aware that things will go wrong.
Researcher:

How can institutions best support interaction in these environments?

Instructor:
There are a number of things I can suggest here. First, common
calendars. This comes up every semester. We usually loose a couple of classes. Also,
common course scheduling blocks. Campuses that are collaborating in delivering these
distance education courses should have the same class start and finish times.
Second, there is no way of sharing the FTE. My department does not get credit for the
remote site students in terms of course load, tuition money, etc.. I think that needs to be
looked at. Formulas for sharing the resources and the risks. Also a way of rewarding
departments and faculty for the extra effort required in developing these courses.
Third, there should be minimal standards set for distance learning classrooms (e,g.
hardware, software, fax machine, etc ). There should also be clear standards for getting
a class approved for using this teaching environment.
Last and certainly the least, technical support in the classroom is absolutely necessary. I
have been very fortunate to have had excellent tech support at both sites since I started
teaching in this environment.
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A Case Study of Interaction
In a Two-Way Video Classroom
At the University of Massachusetts

I volunteer to participate in this qualitative study and understand that:
1.

I will be observed and videotaped in my class along with the other
students for the purpose of gathering descriptive information about what
instructional activities work well in fostering instructor-student and
student-student interaction in a two-way video classroom. Three class
sessions will be observed and videotaped. I understand that the
videotapes will be viewed by the researcher for the sole purpose of
analyzing and categorizing interactions and will not be shown to others
with the exception of possibly the researcher’s dissertation committee
members.

2.

In addition, I will be surveyed for my perceptions of interaction in the
classroom for each lesson observed using a survey instrument of
approximately 20 questions. Again, the survey information will be
reported on in the aggregate, making individual student identification
highly improbable.

3.

My name will not be used, nor will I be identified personally in any way
or at anytime.

4.

I may withdraw from part or all of this study at any time.

5.

I have the right to review material prior to the final oral exam or other
publication.

6.

I understand that results from this survey will be included in Hugh
Friel’s doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts
submitted to professional journals for publication.

7.

I am free to participate or not to participate without prejudice.

8.

Because of the small number of students in these classes I understand
that there is some risk that I may be identified as a participant in this
study.

Researcher’s Signature

Date

Student’s Signature
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Date

Date:

Questionnaire 1 of 3
A Case Study of interaction in a Two-Way Video Classroom
at the University of Massachusetts
(Confidential Questionnaire)

PURPOSE:
I am a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts,
Amherst. I am currently in the process of gathering data as part of my doctoral studies. The
emphasis of this research is on the quantity and quality of interactions in a two-way video
teaching and learning environment. I am specifically interested in students’ views about what
instructional activities work well in fostering instructor-student interaction and student-student
interaction.
DIRECTIONS:
I understand that there are many demands upon your time during the semester. However the
questionnaire should only take approximately 10 minutes to complete. The questionnaire has
two parts. Part 1 asks you to respond to fifteen items using a five-point scale. Part 2 has three
open ended questions that ask your opinion on what works well, what could be changed, and
what could be added to improve interaction in this teaching/leaming environment. All responses
to this questionnaire will be anonymous. Please do not write your name or any form of
identification on the questionnaire. Return it by placing it in the envelope provided by your
instructor or site coordinator. I thank you in advance for your participation.

PARTI:
Please respond to the following items by circling the number that best describes your
experience in today’s class:
1. How often did you answer a question asked by the instructor?
Never-Often
..1-2-3-4-5—
2. How often did you volunteer your opinion?
Never-Often

3.

How often did you ask a question?
Never-Often
—1-2-3-4-5—

4.

How often did you participate in overall activities?
Never-Often
-1-2-3-4-5—
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5.

What level of interaction was there between you and the instructor?
Low-High
-1-2-3-4-5—

6. What level of interaction was there between you and your classmates?
Low— -High
-1-2-3-4-5—
7. How well did the instructor motivate interaction with you?
Ineffective-Effective
-1-2-3-4-5
8. What level of interaction do you think occurred today?
l_ow-High

9.

What level of interaction was there between the instructor and
students?
Low-High

10.

What level of interaction was there between students?

•

1

2

3

^

11. How well did the instructor motivate interaction in general?
Ineffective-Effective

12. What percentage of time were the instructor and students interacting?
0%-100%
-1-2-3-A-5
13.

How did the level of interaction make you feel?
Negative-Positive

14. How well would you rate the value of the question-answer portion of
the lesson?
Low-High
„-|_2_3-4-5—
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15.

How would you rate the value of the student-sharing portion of the lesson?
Low-High
--1-2-3-4-5—

PART 2:
Open Ended Questions. Please provide your thoughts and suggestions on the questions
below:

1.

What worked best in regard to your interaction with the instructor and other students?

2.

What could be improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor and other
students?

3.

What could be added to make this a better interactive learning experience for you?
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Figure 6. Host Site Survey Results: First Observation
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Just the technical stuff, though there was no problem with It today.

Meeting the host site students.

Easier way to get attention of the host site.

Meeting of both classes so we know who we are talking to and with.
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Figure 9. Remote Site Survey Results: Second Observation
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If we could go down to the host site and meet the other students.

Have one Joint class of both sites.

More chances to meet and Interact with host site students.

Not much.

Meeting other students from the host site.

What could be added to make this a better Interactive learning experience for you?:
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Figure 10. Host Site Survey Results: Third Observation
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More questions and answers.
Student presentations.

More effective sound quality.

Just more participation by the students.
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What could be Improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor and other student

We had end of the year presentations.

Relaxed environment with group project day.
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Just the technical stuff. It was hard to hear sometimes.
Better equipment.

Presentations prevented a lot of Interaction.
What could be improved in regard to your interaction with the instructor and other students?:
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